In this important study David Armstrong offers a comprehensive system of ana-
lytical metaphysics that synthesizes but also develops his thinking over the last
twenty years. Armstrong’s analysis, which acknowledges the ‘logical atomism’ of
Russell and Wittgenstein, makes facts (or states of affairs, as the author calls them)
the fundamental constituents of the world, examining properties, relations,
numbers, classes, possibility and necessity, dispositions, causes and laws. All these,
it is argued, find their place and can be understood inside a scheme of states of
affairs. This is a comprehensive and rigorously this-worldly account of the most
general features of reality, argued from a distinctive philosophical perspective, and
it will appeal to a wide readership in analytical philosophy.
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Preface

During the past ewenty years or so, I have been working on ontological
questions. What are universals, laws of nature, dispositions and powers,
possibilities and necessities, classes, numbers? The present essay tries to
bring all these topics together in a unified metaphysical scheme, an ontol-
ogy. As a result, there is a certain amount of recapitulation of earlier
writing. But putting the pieces together turned out to be quite difficule.
A good deal of further work was necessary. Many mistakes, as [ now think
of them, had to be corrected. So what follows is not a mere sum of past
thinking.

It has proved very hard to decide upon an order of exposition.
Exposition must be serial, but [ have continually felt hampered by this. It
has often seemed that [ could not discuss A without first having discussed
B, but that to reverse the order would produce an equal and opposite
problem. As a result, | do not know whether the chapters are in the best
order. In particular, some readers may find it convenient to read the central
chapter 8 at the beginning, or perhaps immediately after chapter 1. and
then go back. Again, chapter 5, on Powers, is put in early because it is part
of the theory of properties, and properties are discussed in chapters 3 and
4. But the topic of Powers is very closely linked with the discussion of
Cause, and of Law, discussed in chapters 14 to 16. Chapters 5 plus 14 to
16 are a natural package.

A briefer presentation of much of the material to be found in chapters
14 to 15 will be found in my article ‘Singular Causation and Laws of
Nature’, in The Cosmos of Science, edited by John Earman, published by the
University of Pittsburgh Press. That article, however, was written in 1993,
antedating the present chapters.

[ am no lover of footnotes, and have not used any in the book. Some
readers will feel that certain passages should have been relegated in this

way. [ apologize to them in advance.
There is no certainty in philosophy. No philosopher can know that his

xi




Preface

or her arguments are true. This makes it important, I think, that philoso-
phers should be prepared to explore, and bring into their discussions, posi-
tions for which they have sympathy but which differ from the views that
they actually take. ‘Fall-back’ positions are particularly important to
specify, that is, positions which one would adopt if forced out of one’s
actual position. (An example from my own views on the mind: if forced
out of a physicalist view of the mental, I would retreat to a Dualistic rather
than an Eliminativist view.) I have therefore included a certain amount of
this sort of discussion. Some readers may wish to go lightly over this
material.

Philosophy, or at any rate analytic philosophy, has changed greatly
during the time that I have been a student of the subject. For the most
part, it has been changed for the better. One of the changes for the better
has been the way philosophers have increasingly found it possible to co-
operate with each other. Of course, they argue and criticize each other
just as much as they ever did. But often today they find colleagues who
they can agree with quite closely about the general approach in some area.
Sometimes they even ‘get the same result’, for all the world as if they were
scientists! It seems that our unruly discipline is becoming a little more of
a discipline.

At any rate, while writing this book I have solicited and received
comment and criticism of drafts from a great many people. They have
given me invaluable help. T list them, with apologies to anybody inadver-
tently omitted: Peter Anstey, John Bacon, John Bigelow, Michacl Bradley.
Keith Campbell, John Carroll, Evan Fales, Peter Forrest, Jimi Franklin,
Reinhardt Grossmann, Herb Hochberg, Frank Jackson, David Lewis, Bill
Lycan, Michael McDermott, Storrs McCall, Daniel Nolan, John
O’Leary-Hawthorne, Charlic Martin, George Molnar, James Moulder,
Michael Murray, Michael Pendlebury, Gideon Rosen, Glen Ross, Scott
Shalkowski, Brian Skyrms, Jack Smart, Chris Swoyer, Bill Tarrant,
Michael Tooley, Peter van Inwagen, Kevin Wilkinson and Peter
Wopdruﬂ‘. Sydney Shoemaker was one of the readers for Cambridge
University Press, but besides sending valuable detailed comments he asked
that I be given his name.

A very preliminary draft of the material was presented to a graduate
cla§s, attended by a number of faculty, at the University of California at
Irvnjle in the Fall Term of 1992. The exercise was repeated for a faculty
senunar at Franklin and Marshall College in the Fall Semester of 1993. 1

thank all who participated in these seminars. During May, 1994, 1 was a
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Visiting Fellow in the Philosophy Program ot the Rescarch School of the
Social Sciences, at the Australian National University. During that time a
greatly advanced draft of the book was produced. I thank Professor Frank
Jackson and others who made me so welcome and discussed issues with
me. Some of the material was presented in seminars at the University of
Graz in October—-November 1995. Many thanks are due to Rudolf Haller
and Johannes Marek. During this tinie I also gave three seminars on the
book in the lively Philosophy department at the University of Maribor in
Slovenia. I thank, in particular, Bojan Borstner and Nenad Miscevic.

Bill Tarrant and Peter Anstey were, in turn, invaluable research assist-
ants. Their work was financed by a grant by the Australian Research
Counci] (Small Grants Scheme) for which 1 am very grateful. Keith
Campbell as Challis Professor of Philosophy at Sydney University, together
with Anthea Bankoff and Veronica Leahy as Administrative Assistants in
the Department of Traditional and Modern Philosophy, provided invalu-
able support. Special thanks go to Anthea. My wife Jenny put up with it
all, and has even encouraged the enterprise. 1 dedicate the book to her.

Sydney
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Introduction

I.1 AN OVERVIEW

The hypothesis of this work is that the world, all that there is, is a world
of states of affairs. Others, Wittgenstein in particular, have said that the
world is a world of facts and not a world of things. These theses are sub-
stantially the same, though differently expressed.

The general structure of states of affairs will be argued to be this. A state
of affairs exists if and only if a particular (at a later point to be dubbed a
thin particular) has a property or, instead, a relation holds between two or
more particulars. Each state of affairs, and each constituent of each state of
affairs, meaning by their constituents the particulars, properties, relations
and, in the case of higher-order states of affairs, lower-order states of
affairs, is a contingent existent. The properties and the relations are uni-
versals, not particulars. The relations are all external relations.

It is useful to admit molecular states of affairs. These, however, are mere
conjunctions {never negations or disjunctions) of the original states of’
affairs. Molecular states of affairs constitute no ontological addition to
their conjuncts. But in one special case, to be mentioned in a moment,
they become very important.

For first-order states of affairs, that is, states of atfairs that do not have
states of affairs as constituents, the Tractarian thesis of Independence is
somewhat speculatively, but nevertheless hopefully, advanced. No such
state of affairs entails or excludes the existence of any other wholly distinct
state of affairs. Given Independence, a rather simple and straightforward
Combinatorial theory of what possibilities there are, can be put forward.
If Independence fails, things get more complicated.

The present theory is not biased towards Atomism nor is 1t biased
against Atomism. An epistemic possibility that requires to be noted s the
possibility that every (first-order) state of affairs is molecular, that is, analys-
able into a conjunction of states of affairs. (A simiple if 10 a degree con-
troversial example: a’s being F may be equivalent to a's being G & a's being




A world of states of affairs

H, with F=G & H. The pattern may be repeated for G and H, and so for
ever.) Every first-order state of affairs may be a nest of first-order states of
affairs: states of affairs all the way down. To allow for this epistemic
possibility, a Combinatorial theory of what possibilities there are requires
further elaboration.

It is the hypothesis of the Tractatus, one which re-appears in the work of
Brian Skyrms (1981), that all facts are first-order facts. There are no facts
about facts. In the present work, however, it is argued that (non-superve-
nient) states of affairs having states of affairs as constituents are required in
two rather different sorts of case. First, as Russell urged (1972 [1918]
pp- 93—4), there are facts or states of affairs of totality: for instance, the state
of affairs that a certain collection of first-order states of affairs are all the
first-order states of affairs. Second, there are the Jaws of nature, construed
in the present work as states of affairs contingently linking universals, or,
putting it differently, contingent connections between state-of-affairs
types. Both sorts of higher-order states of affairs violate Independence (in
a fairly unpuzzling way, it will be argued) because they exclude what
would otherwise be certain possibilities at the first-order level. The dis-
cussion of laws of nature will be preceded by preliminary discussions of,
first, powers and dispositions, and, secondly, singular or token causation.
But in the end it is laws of nature that will be appealed to in order to
explain powers and causation, rather than, as in soime other theories, the
other way around.

These contingent states of atfairs, tirst-order and higher-order, includ-
ing their constituents, constitute the sole frithmakers tor all contingent
truths. The notion of a truthmaker is central to the argument ot this work,
but it cannot be fully elucidated untl the central chapter 8. For the present
let us just say that it is whatever in the world makes a truth crue. The
hyphen that is often used in this term ‘truthmaker’ (to which I was intro-
duced by C. B. Martin) has been dropped for simplicity’s sake. But there
are necessary truths, for instance the truths of mathematics, of set theory,
of logic, or truths that certain internal relations hold. What sorts of truth-
maker, if any, do necessary truths have? It will be argued here, in the
general spirit of the Tractatus, that necessary truths have no further
truthmakers over and above the contingent states of affairs. Very often,
their truthmakers are the mere constituents of states of affairs: particulars and
universals. (Mere constituents are truthmakers for a small class of contin-
gent truths also.) Thus, between any two universals an internal relation of
difference obtains. The truthmaker for this rather trivial necessary truth is
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nothing more than the two universals themselves. Necessary truths have
truthmakers of a reduced sort, and this is taken to imply that they have a
correspondingly reduced informativeness. Accounts of the nature of
numbers (they are internal relations), of classes (they are certain sorts of
states of affairs or possible states of affairs), complete this metaphysic.

Our task now is to expand, to explain and to defend these brief sen-
tences. Flesh must be put on these bare bones. The order of exposition
will not necessarily follow the order of the summary just presented. I have
already considered at length elsewhere, most of the topics covered, and
will be relatively brief at certain points, referring the reader who wants
more detail to earlier work. This does not mean, I hope, that earlier
writing will be presupposed. The book is intended as a self-contained
story.

The chief novelty from my own point of view will lie in bringing the
topics together in a systematic framework. But philosophy is very dif’ﬁ;glt.
Mistakes and, still more depressing, failure to follow through promising
insights in a convincing manner, abound in our subject. The h(?pe is that
here, besides a more synoptic view, there is improvement in detail on Whé-lt
I have written previously about a number of matters. At any rate, there is

change!

1.2 HISTORICAL REMARKS

It is useful to say something about the background from which this essay
emerges. The ;lclwt to Russells Logical Atomism and Wittgensteins
Iractatus is  obvious. (Robert Fahrnkopf has convinced me 'that
Wittgenstein’s ‘objects’ included both particulars and universals. Given
this, the priority of Russell’s work becomes evident. See Fahrnkopf,
1988.) _

I was, however, still more profoundly influenced by the doctrine put
forward by my teacher in Sydney, the Scots philosophexf John A‘ndersor'l,
that reality, while independent of the mind that knows it, h:ils a ‘proposi-
tional’ structure. The resemblances and differences holding hc@vcgn
Wittgenstein and Anderson are usefully explored by l)ougla's (;'askmg in
an article ‘Anderson and the Tractatus Logico-Philosophicis (l‘)4_‘)).
Anderson did not accept the distinction between necessary and con.tm—
gent truths. He would also have thought that my gen.eral orientation,
and in particular the way that my doctrine of universals is V\forkcd let, is
excessively ‘scientistic’. But the propositional view of reality which he
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championed is the facts or states of affairs view of reality. Some more
recent contributions to this way of thinking about the structure of the
world, contributions to what will here be called a Factualist metaphysics or
ontology, will be acknowledged as the exposition unfolds.

But why is it that a Factualist position has been so slow to emerge in
two-and-a-half thousand years of Western philosophy? Scholarship may
yet show that Factualist as opposed to Thingist ways of thinking about the
world (if I may be permitted the latter expression) were never entirely
absent. But why has it taken so long for Factualist ontologies to be advo-
cated explicitly?

One thing that is fairly clear is that an explicit and ungrudging accep-
tance of the category or sub-category of relation is a relatively recent phe-
nomtenon. This was carefully documented by Julius Weinberg in his 1965
book. In a monograph An Essay on Facts (1987, ch. 2) Kenneth Olson
shows again how both ancient and medieval philosophers constantly tried
to assimilate relations between objects (fathering, say) to relational prop-
erties (being a father, and being a child) of the related objects. This, of
course, hinders the recognition of polyadic as opposed to monadic facts or
states of affairs. Yet the situation is still puzzling. After all, these same think-
ers did have, indeed held very firmly to, the substance/attribute distine-
tion. And, as will be argued in what follows, nuaking the substance/
ateribute distinction can rather naturally turn into the recognition of
smonadic states of atFairs.

My suggestion about what happened is that the nuddle about relations
eventually led the tradition to a turning point. There was a choice. It conld
£0 on to recognize both the substance/Zateribute distinction and a knitting
together of a plurality of substances by relations, a double doctrine that
should then have led on to a states of affairs ontology. Or else it could turn
against even the substance/attribute analysis. The latter choice, the wrong
choice, was made. Because of the confusion about relations, the linking of
a plurality of substances by relations in polyadic states of affairs could not
be countenanced. So the substance/attribute analysis could not be trans-
fornied into the recognition of monadic states of affairs. Untransformed,
and standing on its own, substance/attribute came under attack. One
conception of substance was retained: the conception of that which is
capable of independent existence. No metaphysic can reject substance in
that sen.se. But the substances thus admitted were apples and suchlike. Any
suggestion of a further distinction between substance and attribute within
the apple was scorned as metaphysical rubbish.

4
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Especial scorn was, and still is, reserved for the substance side of the sub-
stance/attribute distinction. But if that sort of substance is at risk, sub-
stratum as it is often pejoratively called, then obviously attributes, that is
properties, are at risk also. The fall of one must at least imperil the other.
Moderates might try to retain attributes by substantializing them in the
acceptable sense of the word ‘substance’. Such moderates made the attrib-
utes into ‘junior substances’ (to adapt Ayer’ inspired phrase for sense-data)
and then tried to bundle up these juniors to yield ordinary things.
Extremists such as the later Wittgenstein and Quine scorned this device
and tried to get along without any objective properties and relations at all.
Hinc illae lacrimae, which being translated is: it had to end in tears.

1.3 TWO FURTHER DOCTRINES

The main object of this work is to defend a version of Factualism, that is,
to defend an ontology of facts, or states of affairs as they will be called here.
But two constraints will be put upon Factualism as expounded here. It
should be compatible with what will be called Naturalism and also with
Physicalism. In this section something is said about these two doctrines.

1.31 Naturalism

This term, which often has an epistemic flavour, is here appropriated for
an ontological doctrine. It is the contention that the world, the totality of
entities, is nothing more than the spacetime system. (An epistemological
statice comes rather naturally with Naturalism thus defined. It is the
contention that, except for the primitive verities of ordinary experience,
it is natural science that gives us whatever detailed knowledge we have of
the world.) The positive part of the thesis, that the spacetime system exists,
is perhaps not very controversial, although some thinkers, including
Idealist philosophers, do question it. The negative thesis, that the space-
time system is all that there is, is more controversial. Many religious
persons wish to postulate a god that transcends spacetinte. Many philoso-
phers, not necessarily religious ones, maintain that there are entities, such
things as numbers and universals, which exist and transcend spacetime.

It scems clear that one can be a Factualist without being a Naturalist.
For instance, a Factualist might accept the existence of a transcendent
deity. It is perfectly clear that one can be a Naturahst without being a
Factualist. Many philosophers are. But if one wishes to uphold both theses,
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as 1n this work, then one must hold an identity thesis. One must hold that
tl.le.spacetime system is, is identical with, a certain set or aggregate (the
distinction between the two does not seem very important here) of states
of affairs, a set or aggregate that is the totality of states of affairs.

One might work out the details of the identification in various ways.
He.re is one that at least has the merit of being simple, and so will serve as
an lllu.stration. The spacetime world is a structured (that is, related) set of
spacetime points. These points are the fundamental particulars. That the
points have certain properties and are related to each other in certain ways
constitutes the fundamental states of affairs. This is illustration alone. This
work neither affirms nor denies this sparse account of the spacetime world.

'Notice that the thesis of Naturalism, as it is understood here, is not com-
mitted to the view that space and time, or even spacetime points, are
ontologically fundamental. The nature of space and time is to be dis’cov—
ered a pgsteriari. It is a matter for science. And who is to say, given the
present situation in quantum physics and cosmology, that space and time
will not turn out to be analysable in terms of entities more fundamental?

1.32 Physicalism

The third thesis to be upheld in this work is the thesis of Physicalisin, It
asschs that the only particulars that the spacetime system contains are
phys'lcal entitics governed by nothing more than the laws of physics. The
icsm is to be understood as a thesis about a completed physics. As a result
|t'h;>ls a certain in-built vagueness and imprecision. It nuay also be usetul t(;
dlxtlnguish between a weak and a strong Physicalism. Weak Physicalism is
,‘\‘mlply a doctrine about the spacetime world: that this contains only phy\';
ical entities governed by nothing more than the laws of physics. It couid
even be accepted by a believer in a transcendent deity. Strong Physicalism
is the view that everything there is, is governed by the laws of physics
Weak Physicalism plus Naturalism yields Strong Physicalisn. ’ .
If we assume Naturalism, and also wish to combine Physicalism with
thf: Factualist theory already adumbrated in Section 1 the main thesis of
this work, then Physicalism can be presented as the thes,is that (1) all funda-
menFal universals, whether properties or relations, are those studied b
physics, and all other first-order universals are structures involvin: nothin):
but these fundamental universals; (2) all fundamental laws are coﬁnectioni’
holding between these fundamental universals and other laws are no m
than the fundamental laws operating under specific bounda;y conditioc::iL
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I.4 EPISTEMIC CREDIT RATINGS FOR THESE THREE THESES

How plausible are these three theses? Or, if this question is too difficult,
how should we rank the three theses in terms of creditworthiness? The
right answer, it is suggested in this section, is (1) Naturalism; (2)
Physicalism; (3) Factualism.

Naturalism is the least controversial of the three theses. Its positive com-
ponent, the existence of the spacetime system, is a fairly secure anchoring
point for our investigation. Obviously, we do not have here some indu-
bitable Cartesian datum. The existence of the system may be intelligibly
denied, and is denied by some philosophers and others. But its existence
would generally be granted, and will be taken for granted here. As already
noted, the (somewhat more controversial) negative thesis subdivides into
two denials. First there is the denial that there is any transcendent deity or
other spiritual force standing outside the spacetime systen1. Second there
is the denial of the additional entities postulated by the philosophers.

It appears to many of us that the spacetime world does not need, and so
in all likelihood does not have, any external spiritual ground of its exis-
tence. The overwhelming impression of external design and purpose given
by living things, which used to be a rather strong argument for a designer,
seems to be satisfactorily explained by Darwin’s theory of natural selection
when combined with contemporary genetic theory. However, that does
not finish the Argument from Design. It appears to be the case that the
very existence-of stars and planets, and so the physical possibility of an
evolutionary process, depends upon very delicate settings of values in
fundanental physical equations, settings which it seems could very well
have been otherwise’. See, for instance, the evidence marshalled by John
Leslie (1989). This appears to make a case for external, and non-physical,
forces directing the spacetime world.

At the same time, there is not wanting informed cosmological specula-
tion that what we at present call spacetime is really just a local portion of
all-embracing spacetime and that there are other localities, now isolated
from us, where it is likely that different settings of critical values obtain.

(See for instance, Guth and Steinhardt, 1989, and Andrei Linde, 1994 If
50, then the apparently remarkable fact that our locality pcrmltt’cd the
emergence of life could be explained away. It would be no surprise that
we found ourselves in a ‘kind’ locality. We would not have existed in any

other! .
Nevertheless, in the spirit of attending closely to any weak points that
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appear in one’s position, the Naturalist needs to devote quite careful atten-
tion to the new form the Argument from Design has taken.

In contemporary philosophy, as opposed to scientific speculation, even
in philosophy that is empiricist and scientifically oriented, entities that are
thought to be additional to the spacetime system are often postulated.
Following Quine, the additional entities are often spoken of as ‘abstract’.
They include, among other candidates, possible worlds, universals and
classes. It will be part of the task of this work to argue that either such enti-
ties can be dispensed with or, as is preferable in general, that an account
can be given of them within the spacetime system, with that system taken
to be a system of states of affairs. It seems in any case that the postulation
of these entities lying outside the spacetime system, a postulation made by
philosophers only, is a dubious postulation. (A point to be expanded upon
shortly.) So, in the epistemic order, the thesis of Naturalism is a reasonably
plausible one.

We pass to Physicalism, though for the moment we abstract from the
particular Factualist gloss that interprets it as a thesis about what sorts of
properties and relations there are and how these universals are nomically
related. Physicalism is a high-level, somewhat speculative and open-ended,
scientific hypothesis. In particular it is a reductive hypothesis. Among
philosophers, the case for Physicalism has been articulated at length, in my
view persuasively, by J. J. €. Smart (see his 1963 in particular). Mention
should also be made of an article *The Thales Problem’ by Gerald Feiuberg
(1966). There it is argucd that the behaviour of ordinary physical objects,
all the physical phenomena that could be observed by one like Thales, are
preety well explained, and explained comprehensively, within our current
physics. That part of physics is substantially comiplete and unlikely to need
revision. Falsification of Physicalism must come, if it does come, from else-
where. So the thesis of Physicalism €an, to a degree, draw on the author-
ity of science itself. (For a very attractive defence of Physicalism by a
contemporary physicist, see Steven Weinberg’s Dreams of a Final Theory,
1993.) So the credit of Physicalism seems to stand quite high. But since it
1s a specific thesis about nature, that credit can hardly stand as high as
Naturalism, or at any rate as high as the positive thesis of Naturalism that
spacetime exists.

We come now to the Factualist thesis that the world is a world of states
of affairs. It is fundamental to the methodology of the present inquiry that
Factualism is put forward here as a hypothesis only, and a philosopher’s
hypothesis at that. Not all the beliefs of mathematicians about mathemat-
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ical matters of fact, nor all the beliefs of natural scientists about scientific
matters of fact, are true, and even where they are true they are not always
known to be true. But, agreeing with mathematical and scientific com-
monsense, it is here maintained against sceptics that in these fields much
is known and that, in the past four centuries or so, there has been a huge
increase of knowledge, indeed a steady increase in the rate of increase of
knowledge, a phenomenon that is rather astoﬁndi.ng. Not so for.p}.nloso—
phy! It was not so long ago that the late Donald Williams could w1tt_1]y and
penetratingly declare that the philosophical agreements betwe.en him and
the editor of his collected papers represented ‘a rather impressive consen-
sus in the present state of our subject’ (1966, p. v). A _
The fact that philosophers disagree in such a .thoroughgom_g way, dl?-
agreeing even after a lifetime’s difficult, painstaking and certalnly mteilh—
gent reflection, can be explained plausibly only on Fhe assumption that
every one of them lacks knowledge in the sPhere ofphllosophy. IF s;een?s to
me, perhaps optimistically, that the situation has 1mpr9ved a little since
Williams wrote his words. Something a little bit more like results seem to
be emerging in philosophy, or at any rate in Phllosophy conducted w1t}C1l
an analytical/scientific orientation. But phlllosophlcal 'arguments an
conclusions must still be given a low epistemic credlt—r_zltlpg: The reason
for this is that, while rightly aspiring to be a rationgl discipline, phllo§o-
phy lacks the compelling (although not inf'alllble) tribunal (_)f observation
that serves as the ultima ratio for natural science, and th_c still more com-
pelling (although seill not infallible) tribunal of calculation and proof that
isciplines mathematics and logic.
dh'(l'lll:llI:x:cl:-‘rminty that attaches to philosophiAcal arguments and‘conc‘lu-v
sions is compounded by the fact that, csp#cmlly in met'g};hys,lcs:;\l‘leerr}
guestion proves on examination to be subtly intertwined \wtl eyer:lce anci
The strategy of divide and conquer that has ser\./ed_natura.bslae l
mathematics so well is far harder (though not quite 1mpossi e)ht(? app);
in philosophy. Metaphysicians, in particular, find over thlrlncxlt(l.mtytd:)z'[:;:::g
present a position as an assemblage (_)fmore or less n'm..r oc lf]i-,_h r t
that cover the whole ontological field. That multiplies the chances o
er'l(ilf.;at is not to say that there cannot also be fruitful mmmpli;w m pljll-
i > by Keith Campbell (1991). A package 1
osophy, a point recently made by' p ok
needed but, a priori, there are different (and yoftcn 0vch 00 ! c“‘ﬂl\,
of assembling the package. That is why, at various vpom‘t.s 1ndfltl(.) TM“
choice-points will be indicated and some ateempt will be made to ass
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the advantages and disadvantages of the different ways of proceeding avail-
able to those who have arrived at these poins.

Nevertheless, it is the difficulty of the enterprise that needs to be

So although this book is written to defend Factualism, that thesis cannot
be accorded as high an epistemic credit-rating as the nevertheless some-
what speculative, science-based, thesis of Physicalism. Still less does it have

the credit-rating of the fairly attractive (though perfectly disputable) thesis
of Naturalism,
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2
Some preliminary doctrines

This chapter will put forward a number of theses which, though of great
importance for the course of the subsequent argument, are in great degree
independent of the metaphysic of states of affairs.

2.1 SUPERVENIENCE
2.11 Definition of supervenience

We shall say that entity Q supervenes upon enFiry Phlf ang iny ]Sf;i]t:lés
impossible that P should exist and Q not C?(lSt, vv‘b(‘:llje t}:s E):n,se in.
Impossibility here is the strongest or ab}sol}uge 1mp(?551. i ;]ty, 7:—5 e i
which (most philosophers would say)Alt' is 1mp0551blAcht1'at 75 shoul
equal 11. Possibility is the weakcs:jposmb111§y,t the possibility, for ins .

e Earth and its inhabitants do not exist. N »
tha/:\ tlll’:ni::i}:): 'contcmpnmry philosophers gi\{c definitions of Sl{pe;vc}rjl;—t
ence in terms of properties, though usu.'ll'ly takmg,';x relaxed view t(:ic:vthe
a property is. For our purposes hcrci_llt 15;({)}1]1:0[11151:2}2}(:2 tt(;r:ls e
scope of definition in any way. Henc » \
¥;:F:t (:::eo(tltrh;r contemporaries who think that talk of supervc?menctetﬁzi
led to mere muddying of the waters. It may_perhaps hAe‘]p t(; pomt;ﬁce "
supervenience in my sense amounts tq entity P entailing thcer(:‘;l)sig e
entity QQ, but with the entailment restricted to the cases w S POss
bleft is also convenient, because comfortable to the hL}nlan mtell‘cc't‘;vilci':
handles extensions more easily than intensions, to define super\}/: r;ln:rlcdg "
terms of possible worlds. No ontological commurycnt{;o s'uc'fthcrc '
intended. We shall say that QQ supervenes upon P if aﬁ on y](; here are
P-worlds and all P-worlds are Q-worlds. (A P-world is a vY[(])r e con-
tains the entity P. If P is a universal, then the world contains at leas

instantiation of P)
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An important case for us that falls under these definitions, and which
will also serve here to illustrate them, is that of internal relations. ‘Internal
relation’ itself is an ambiguous term. But in this work it will be said that
a relation is internal to its terms if and only if it is impossible that the
terms should exist and the relation not exist, where the joint existence
of the terms is possible. Or again, the joint existence of the terms being
possible, they entail the existence of the relation. Or, finally, there are
worlds in which all the terms exist, and in all those worlds the relation
holds.

These definitions of supervenience leave it open that P also supervenes
upon Q. An example of symmetrical supervenience is furnished by mer-
cology, the simple calculus of whole and part, and mereological notions will
prove to be of great importance in the course of our argument. The
mereological whole supervenes upon its parts, but equally the parts super-
vene upon the whole. In a world where all the parts exist, then there is
just one whole which they compose, the same whole in all worlds. In a
world where the whole exists, then all the parts exist, the same parts in all
worlds.

2.12 The ontological frec lunch

It will be used as a premiss in this work that whatever SUPCTVENCS Or, as we
can also say, is entailed or necessitated, in this way, is not somcthing
ontologically additional to the subvenient, or necessitating, entity or enti-
tics. What supervenes is no addition of being. Thus, interual relations are
not ontologically additional to their terms. Mercological wholes are not
ontologically additional to all their parts, nor are the parts ontologically
additional to the whole that they compose. This has the consequence that
mereological wholes are identical with all their parts taken together.
Symmetrical supervenience yields identity.

It is not clear how the thesis that what supervenes is no addition of
being is to be proved. But that it is a plausible thesis may be seen by con-
sidering that when we contemplate hypotheses of isolated monads, or
different possible worlds, we find no difficulty in allowing that they are
related by internal relations, in particular by resemblance or by difference
of nature. This suggests that the supervenient entities, the internal rela-
tiqns in this case, add nothing to the monads or to the worlds. The ter-
minology of ‘nothing over and above’ seems appropriate to the
supervenient. One may call this view, that the supervenient is not some-
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thing additional to what it supervenes upon, the doctrine of the ontolog-
ical free lunch. Like other free lunches, this one gives and takes away at
the same time. You get the supervenient for free, but you do not really
get an extra entity.

If the supervenient is not something ontologically additional, then this
gives a charter to, by exacting a very low price for, an almost entirely per-
missive mereology. Do the number 42 and the Murrumbidgee river form
a mereological whole? Some philosophers doubt it (see Simons, 1987,
pp. 108-12). Few doubt that there is a class which has just these two
members. But do they form a mereological whole or aggregate? The whole,
if it exists, is certainly a strange and also an uninteresting object. But if it
supervenes upon its parts, and if as a consequence of supervening it is not
something more than its parts, then there seems no objection to recog-
nizing the whole. So in this essay permissive mereology, unrestricted
mereological composition, is embraced.

A note of caution. The doctrine of the ontologically free lunch rids us
of superfluous entities, because the supervenient is ontologically nothing
more than its base. But some ontological doctrines appear to lead to super-
veniences that are more than their bases. If one still wishes to hold that the
supervenient is no addition of being, then one has either to explain away
these appearances as mere appearances, or else reject these doctrines just
because they lead to superveniences that are additional to their bases. The
lateer course, a bold one perhaps, but I trust not foolhardy, is the one that

[ generally find miyself advocating.

2.2 TRUTHMAKERS

The truthniaker is whatever it is i the world that makes a truth true. Gustav
Bergmann and his followers have used the phrase ‘ontological grognd’ and
have had the same thing in mind. The idea is an old one. We may instance
Aristotle in the Categories where he says:

The fact of the being of a man carries with it the truth of the proposition that he

1, ...

following this up by saying:
.. . the fact of the man’s being does seem somehow to be the cause of the truth
of the proposition, for the truth or falsity of the proposition depends on the fact

of the man’s being or not being. ‘
s (Categories, 14b,14-22, trans. E.M. Edghill, 1941.

Peter Anstey drew my attention to this reference.)
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In the Discourse on Metaphysics (sec. VII) Leibniz says that:

- - all true predication has some foundation in the nature of things . . .
(trans. Peter G. Lucas and Leslie Grint, 1953.)

and seems to express the same thought. Anybody who is attracted to the
Correspondence theory of truth should be drawn to the truthmaker.
Correspondence demands a correspondent, and a correspondent for a
truth is a truthmaker.

The need that truths have for truthmakers isa central theme of this essay,
and will serve as the main premiss in the argument for states of affairs.
There will have to be much discussion of truthmakers and the truthmak-
ing relation. (See ch. 8 in particular.) What is said here is still preliminary.
Qne 'thing that it is important to say immediately, though, is that the rela-
tion 1s not one—one. For instance, the truth that there exists at least one

hglrlnan' being has as truthmakers every human being that has existed or
will exist.

2.3 IDENTITY
2.31 Strict and loose identiry

In carlier writing about universals (1978a in particular) 1 set great store by
the fact that we speak of different things having the same property. |
th()ughtfhat this was some reason, though obviously not a conclusive
reason, tor thinking that universals exist, This, however, seems to be a
nn.lst;lkc. The word “same” does 1ot always mean what logicians and
phll()S(-)phcrs mean by the identity sign =", The latter is certainly the log-
ically tundamental meaning, but it is not the only one. Besides this strict
sense there is a looser sense, now to be introduced. -
Oge philosopher who appreciated that ‘same’ has a strict and a loose
meaning i1s Bishop Joseph Butler. In his remarks on personal identity added
to his work The Analogy of Religion (1736) he says that the identity over
time of material things that change is a mere ‘loose and popular’ identity.
He, I assume, thought of matter as made up of unchanging Newtonian.

atoms that are strictly identical over tme. Yet although the Newtonian
atoms of a tree or a human body or

| a mountain are constantly changin
we still speak of the tree or the body ' body

e spe: . A Or mountain as the same tree or body
jnountain over time. He thinks (rightly or wrongly) that this cannot be
strict identity and so calls it ‘loose and popular’ identity. I shall abbreviate
Butler’s phrase, and speak of loose dentity. .

14
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We are not here concerned with Butler’s theory of the nature of
material objects, nor with whether he has good reasons for thinking that
this sort of identity really is loose only. But I think that he is right to think
that there are two senses of the word ‘same’, one strict, classical, identity,
and the other a looser sense of the word. It would be nice to have some
reasonably uncontroversial example of loose identity. I have, unfortunately,
been unable to identify such a case. It seems that what a philosopher iden-
tifies as strict or as loose identity depends on that philosopher’s ontology.
But I think that a very brief discussion of the problem of universals, and
then of the identity of particulars over time, will show that almost all meta-
physicians have need of the distinction.

It has already been mentioned that we regularly speak of different
objects having the same property, being of the same kind, and so on. Can
this be strict identity? Only realists about universals can say yes.
Nominalists, and this includes most Empiricists, must say no. They argue,
for instance, that the very same thing cannot be located in two places at
once, and so that there cannot be universals. The argument is not
contemptible, even if, as I think, it is not sound. But the argument implies
that the sameness of type that our ordinary speech constantly attributes to
different particulars is no more than a loose sense of sameness.

Even realists about universals are likely to require a loose sense of the
word ‘same’. For it is a very extreme Realist position that wherever, in
ordinary language, it can be said with truth that two things have the same
property, there the two things instantiate the very sante universal. For most
realists, there can be sameness of type in the absence of identity of the uni-
versals involved. Such samenesses will be loose.

Turn now to the identity of particulars over time. Consider the iden-
tity of persons over time. This person that now stands before me is the very
same person as the one before me yesterday. Good ordinary language, and
true because it really is Jim on both occasions. But is there strict identity
here, or is the identity of the same person at different times a loose iden-
tity holding between different temporal parts of a temporally extended
thing? Both views have their vigorous supporters and, as is generally
appreciated, the issue is not to be settled by consulting ordinary language.
The question whether ‘very same’ is here being used in the strict or the
loose sense is a deep and difficult one.

Even those who hold that persons are strictly wdentical over time are
likely to require a loose sense of the phrase “very same’. Foritis an extreme
and unattractive position that wherever it can be said with truth that we

15



A world of states of affairs

are dealing with numerically the same particular at different times, there
the particular is strictly the same particular at the different times. Are
nations or famous football teams strictly identical at the different times of
their existence? Most philosophers, I suppose, would think this identity
loose and popular only.

In possible world theory, the dispute between identity across worlds and
fmere counterparts’ in other worlds also appears to be a dispute concern-
ing the force of ‘very same’. ‘Counterparts’ are the very same thing in the
loose sense only.

Metaphysicians pick and choose between strict and loose identity in
their analyses of different problems. This work, for instance, will argue for
strict identity in the case of (carefully selected) properties and relations,
loose identity for particulars over time, and loose identity, in many cases
though not in all, for the same thing ‘in different possible worlds’.

We are assumning, then, that there is a distinction in our language and
our thought between strict and loose senses of ‘same’ and ‘very same’. We
go on to ask what rules govern the loose sense. Butler gives no account of
his loose and popular identity. To give such an account we turn to Peter
Geach. Instead of ‘loose’ identity, Geach speaks of ‘relative’ identity.
Relative identity for him is identity relative to some sortal. Two things can
be the same E but not the same G, (Sce his 1968 [1962].) Geach further
takes the very radical view that afl identity is relative identity. There scems
to be no reason to accept this. What, for our purposes, we may interpret
Geach as doing is calling our ateention to foose identity. What is more, we
can extract from his discussion a plausible rule governing this secondary
or loose sense, although it does not seem that we require ilis restriction to
sortals. Where we are prepared to say that ditferent things are the same,
they are always (different) members of the identical (‘the same’in the strict
sense) equivalence class, where the equivalence relation for this class (a
symmetrical, transitive and reflexive relation) is somehow salient in the
situation where the loose identity is asserted. (I am here greatly indebted

to Peter Anstey, who, as an undergraduate at Sydney University, pointed
out to me that Butler’s loose and

of equivalence classes.)

It needs further to be added that ordinary discourse, in its rough and
read.y way, will often content itself with a decent approximation to an
equivalence class and an equivalence relation. Near enough is good
enough. And it may take difficult philosophical analysis to winkle out
what is the equivalence relation, or approximation to one, that we are

popular identities appear to be a matter
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unselfconsciously using. Furthermore, different metaphysical positions
may yield different accounts of the equivalence relation involved in certain
sorts of situations. For instance, a believer in temporal parts for all phys-
ical objects will give a different account of loose identity over time, say of
atree, than will one like Butler who believes in atoms that are strictly iden-
tical over time.

The distinction that I claim exists between strict and loose identity does
not, of itself, settle any particular metaphysical issue. But, as already indi-
cated, T hope that it will prove useful in understanding what is at issue in
various important disputes.

After making this distinction between strict and loose identity, I dis-
covered that what I had argued for had been anticipated much more thor-
oughly than I had realized. First, Glen Ross pointed out to me, there is
the contribution of Hans Reichenbach (1956, p. 38). Reichenbach is con-
cerned with identity through time, and holds to a doctrine of temporal
parts. Between different temporal parts of the one thing, the relation of
genidentity holds. This relation, Reichenbach says, is symmetrical, transi-
tive and reflexive. It is thus an equivalence relation. It is true, though, that
he does not come up with the idea that this loose sense of identity may be
found in other fields besides that of identity through time.

But William Lycan has pointed out to me that the more general result
is to be found, not merely in a somewhat submerged form as in Geach,
nor in one particular sort of case as in Reichenbach, but in its generality
in the work of Hector-Neri Castafieda. See, for instance, ‘Thinking and

the structure of the world” in Ins 1989,

2.32 Partial identity

We are not yet finished with identity. Besides the distinction between str_ict
and loose identity we also require the notion of a strict but partial identity.
The notion was introduced in Armstrong 1978b, probably influenced by
E H. Bradley. In his dispute with William James about the nature of reseni-
blance, Bradley defends the idea that resemblance is partial identiFy (‘1 893a
& b). John Bacon has pointed out that the notion of partial identity is also
to be found in Guido Kiing, 1967, another possible source for me. Michacl
Pendlebury has drawn my attention to the Cririque of Pure Reason, wh.crc.
at A7/B10, Kant says that where predicate B 1s contained 1n the subject
concept A, the connection is ‘thought through identity’. This appears to
be countenancing partial identity. Finally, partial identity has recently been
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endorsed by David Lewis, who offers considerations designed to show that
the notion is helpful in solving Geach’s paradox of the 1001 cats. (‘Many,
but almost one’, in Bacon, Campbell and Reinhardt, 1993. The cat Tibbles
1s a cat, but so are the thousand cats which are Tibbles minus a different
one of a thousand of Tibbles’ hairs. So although the cat is alone on the mat,
1t seems to have a thousand companions.)

The general thought is that the philosophical tradition has been hyp-
notized by such cases as the identity of the morning star and the evening
star, on the one hand, and the non-identity of the morning star and the
red planet, on the other. These cases tempt us to overlook such a case as
that of Australia and its state of New South Wales and also that of two
adjoining terrace or town houses that have a wall in common. These are
partial identities. One is whole/part, the other is overlap. Mereology,
which deals with these notions, may be thought of as an extended logic
of identity, extended to deal with such cases of partial identity.

Some philosophers reject the notion of partial identity. These cases,
they argue, are no more than cases of non-identity. All that is involved,
they say, is the having of a (completely) identical part. There is no partial
identity, only non-partial identity of parts.

The dispute is rather a frustratifig one, because it seems to be one where
‘all the facts lie open before us’ and the question is no more than which
way of talking we should adopt. It does seem, however, that to admit
partial identity is metaphysically illuminating. Are not the parts of a thing
part of the being of that thing? After all, 1Fyou take all the parts of a thing,
then you take the thing. And as you come nearer and nearer to taking all
the parts of a thing, so you are nearer to taking the thing,

A concept that is worth considering here is Hume's notion of a distinet
existence. Hume held, plausibly enough, that in the case of distinct exis-
tences there is no contradiction in the one existing without the other. But
for this principle to apply, the existences must be wholly distinct existences.
For distinct things that stand to each other as part to whole, or which
overlap, the principle fails. I live in a terrace (town) house. If the whole of
the two houses on either side are removed, I am in a bad way. I have not
got a (whole) house any longer because I have no side walls. All this sug-
gests, without of course proving, that partial identity is a clarifying notion.

For the rest, it is to be hoped that the value of allowing the notion of
partial identity will emerge at various points in our subsequent discussion.
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3.1 PRELIMINARY

We now take up the main line of the argument. The world is a world of
states of affairs. The phrase ‘state of affairs’ will be used in the same way
that Wittgenstein in the Tractatus used the term ‘fact’. Indeed, his famous
proposition 1.1: ‘The world is the totality of facts, not of things’ may serve
as charter of the present enterprise. Wittgenstein's terminology has be.en
followed by Brian Skyrms in his brief but penetrating paper .‘Tractarl.an
nominalism’ (1981, reprinted in Armstrong 1989b). For Wittgenstein,
states of affairs are no more than possible facts. It seems, however, that the
word ‘fact’ is too much a term of ordinary speech. In particular, contem-
porary use ties it too closely to the notions of statement ar.1d proposit.ion;
It is natural for philosophers to think of facts as the ‘tautological accusatives

of true statements and true propositions. Facts in this sense are what true
statemients state and true propositions propose. More simply, they are truths.

Given this, and given a semantic condition of identity for statem_egts,
propaositions and truths, then to each ditferent true sta_te_menF, propo§1t10n
and truth there corresponds its own peculiar fact. This is quite unsansfar_—
tory for present purposes. The phrase ‘state of affairs’seems be.tterj In add{-
tion, it sounds less colloquial and more like a term of art, which is what is
required. .

We require at this point a distinction between atomtc.and rnolecula_r states
of affairs. Because disjunctive and negative states of affairs will be rgected,
molecular states of affairs are all of them: mere conjunctions of atomic states
of affairs. It is the atomic states of affairs that concern us at present. We
nay further distinguish between atomic states of affairs strictly so-(all(.'d, and_
atomic states of affairs in a loose sense. The former are not fusccptlblc of
ontological analysis, even in principle, bgcausc their constituents are allf
simple. The trouble about them, though, is that, pace the Wlttgen.stc-m o
the Tractatus, we do not know whether there really are any atomic states

of affairs of this strict sort.
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But it is atomic states of affairs in the loose sense that we are at present
concerned with. They may be susceptible of ontological analysis, turning
out to be ontologically equivalent to conjunctions of simpler, if not simple,
states of affairs. To repeat the example given in 1.1: a’s being F may be
equivalent to the conjunction of a's being G & a’s being H, with F=G &
H. Here G and H are universals, and I am assuming that if G and H are
instantiated by the same particular, then G & H is a universal (a conjunc-
tive universal), and so F is a universal.

We can give a very simple definition of atomic states of affairs in the

loose sense of the phrase. An atomic state of affairs exists if and only if a
particular has a property, or a relation holds between two or more partic-
ulars. These properties and relations are, of course, universals. We will call
the particulars, properties and relations the constituents of the states of
affairs. They are objectively real entities. We will not, incidentally, require
existentially quantified states of affairs, though there are, of course, exis-
tentially quantified truths. Truths and their correspondents, the states of
affairs, do not stand in one—one correspondence.
. Although upholding the ontological reality of (our) states of affairs
mvo.lves admitting the ontological reality of particulars, properties and
relations, not every philosopher thinks that the reverse entailment holds.
Even where the constituent entities are admitted, it is nevertheless regu-
larly denied that they are brought together in states of affairs. It may be
conceded that this electron, a particular, exists, and that it has a certain
mass, the mass being an objective, that is a mind-independent, property of
the electron. (Though the objective property is a more controversial entity
among philosophers than the particular.) But it may still be, and frequently
is, denied that there is an entity: tlw-elc«'rmn's—hm'inq-this-mass. So there s a
good deal of work to be done to make it plausible ti’lat there are such things
as .our. states of affairs. Let us, however, begin by concentrating on the
Ob_]eC.tIVC reality of their constituents, starting with properties. The
constituents will be matter enough for some chapters (3-7).

3.2 NOMINALISM
3.21 Extreme and Moderate Nominalism

IF is not proposec.i to argue at length for objective properties {and rela-
tllgns), because this has been done elsewhere (Armstrong, 1978a & b, and
89a). Those who deny the existence of properties and/or relations as
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items in the ontological inventory must face the problem of what marks
off classes of particulars whose members are more or less alike from classes
whose members are indefinitely unalike. The utter promiscuity with
which numerically different particulars can be grouped together in one
class ensures that the heterogeneous classes will vastly outnumber the
more or less homogeneous ones. The class of particulars to which the
predicate ‘grue’ applies (in Goodman’s definition: all things examined
before ¢ just in case they are green but to other things just in case they are
blue) is, intuitively, a class through which a great fault-line runs with
respect to the resemblance of its members. But, of course, it is a model of
unity compared with the indefinite multitude of truly heterogeneous
classes.

By ‘Nominalism’ in this work will be meant the ontological doctrine
that there are no universals: there are only particulars. (‘Universal’ here has
its classical meaning. Classes and numbers, for instance, are not automat-
ically to be classified as universals. Universals are entities that are identical,
strictly identical, in different instantiations, and so are the foundations in re
for all genuine resemblances between particulars.) The term ‘Nominalism’
is not entirely appropriate, and might with advantage have been reserved
for a particular variety of Nominalism: Predicate Nominalism. But, as not
infrequently happens, the genus has got its name from one of its species,
and the usage has been entrenched for centuries. So we will stick with it.

There are a number of varieties of Nominalism, but a useful broad divi-
sion of Nominalisins is into the extreme and the moderate varieties. An
extreme Nominalist denies that there are universals, and furthermore denies
the existence of objective properties and relations. The tnoderate
Nominalist agrees that there are no universals, but does hold that there are
properties and relations. They are particulars. There is a truly horrifying
number of terms for properties and relations conceived of as particulars.
Each happy discoverer, it seems, names them anew. Here we will follow
Donald Williams (1966, ch. 7) and speak of them as ‘tropes’.

3.22 Extreme and Moderate Realism

While we are at it, it will be convenient to distinguish between extrenists
and moderates among the upholders of universals. An extreme or Platonic
realist about universals holds that they are transcendent, standing
apart from particulars. (It seems reasonable to call a doctrine that p()ftu-
lates transcendent entities that are not particulars an extreme view,
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ontologically speaking.) A moderate or Aristotelian realist holds that uni-
versals exist only in particulars, with the word ‘in’ subject to interpreta-
tion. The realism of this work is Aristotelian.

I confess to a lack of sympathy for both extreme Nominalism and
extreme realism. In my view, the last battle between Nominalism and
realism (the Grand Final) should be fought between trope theories (of
various sub-types) and Aristotelian realists (also of various sub-types).

3.23 Tropes

(This sub-section may be omitted, as irrelevant to the main line of the
argument.) As just foreshadowed, we will not concern ourselves further
with the extreme Nominalisms. Criticism of them is to be found in
Ar'mstrong 1978a and 1989a. But the view that properties and relations
exist yet are particulars, is an important alternative which in many ways
respects the spirit of the present enterprise. It deserves some discussion.

A realist about universals can solve ontological problems about sorting
and classification in a particularly robust manner. The basis for saying that
two or more particulars are the same in some respect can be (though it
does not have to be in every case) that they instantiate the very same uni-
ycrsal. No such solution is available to the trope theorist. Instead, appeal
is generally niade, and best niade, to the relation of resemblance. The
mniportant reseniblances here are not those between ordinary particulars,
but rather those that hold between the tropes themselves. Ot particular
mmportance is the relation of exact resemblance between tropes. Where the
upholder of universals finds strict identity of universal, there the trope
theorist tinds exact resemblance of numerically ditferent tropes.

But does not one piece of linguistic evidence favour the universals
theory? We regularly say that two different particulars have the very same
property. It is here, though, that our discussion in 2.31 of the loose sense
of the word ‘same’ is relevant, The trope theory can quite fairly claim
that the two particulars have the very same property in the loose sense
ley. (“Very same’ does not necessarily mean strictly the same.) It was argued
in 2.31 that the proper conditions for an assertion of loose identity are
that‘ the entities called the same should be different members of the one
evqu1v‘a]ence class, where the equivalence relation involved is salient in the
situation. The condition is satisfied for exactly resembling tropes, because
exact resemblance is an equivalence relation. Classes of exactly re;embling
tropes can therefore go substitute for instantiations of the same universal.
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(See Armstrong, 1989a, ch. 6, for more detail.)

Here are two reasons for preferring universals to tropes. The first of
these is the axioms that govern resemblance. The trope theory must take
resemblance as a primitive notion. There can be no question of analysing
it away in terms of respects of resemblance, as a universals theory will
analyse it. Resemblance between tropes, in particular, must be a primitive
notion, although one that admits of degree. There will be, in theory at
least, a lowest degree (0) where there is no resemblance at all, and a highest
degree (1), that of exact resemblance. The relation of resemblance is
reflexive and symmetrical but is not transitive. It is, however, reflexive,
symmetrical and transitive for the particular case of exact resemblance. That
particular case is a substitution-instance of a more general principle: if a
resembles b to degree D, and if ¢ exactly resembles b, then a resembles ¢ to
degree D. We may dub all these principles the Axioms of Resemblance. They
appear to be necessary truths.

Once they are stated, these principles are obvious enough. But since
a trope theory must take resemblance to be a primitive, there seems to
be no prospect of explining them by deducing them from anything else.
(Except for the symmetry of the relation, which may reasonably be
explained by the hypothesis that what we have ontologically, as truth-
maker, is just the one relation. See ch. 9.) But for the other axioms we
can ask what their truthmaker is. They seem to be ‘brute’ necessities (pre-
sumably involving necessary states of affairs), and as such to be avoided
unless outweighed by other disadvantages in the realist position. The
situation may be contrasted with the orthodox analysis of resemblance in
terms of common, that is strictly identical, properties. On this view,
complete lack of resemblance is complete lack of common properties,
exact resemblance is having all properties in common, and inexact resem-
blance is having some but not all properties in common or at least some
partial identity of some properties. The Axioms of Resemblance are then
transparent.

What we have here is, of course, no formal refutation of the
Tropes+R esemblance theory. But it is surely quite a disadvantage of.that
position, when compared with the Universals theory, that 1t has to abjure
the presenting of the Axioms of Resemblance as simple truisms based on
the properties of strict identity. In philosophy, as in science, the theory that
explains by appealing to the least number of principles is to be preferred,

other things being equal.
A second reason for preferring universals to tropes is that the former
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permit what [ take to be a very much more plausible theory of the nature
of laws of nature. It is very hard for a trope theory to get away from a
Regularity theory of laws, but this account of laws is deeply unsatisfac-
tory (see 15.1). If as a trope theorist one argues for a ‘strong’ theory of
%aws, one is likely to be defeated by what van Fraassen (1989) calis the
Inference problem’, the problem of explicating the inference from the
law to the regularity it is supposed to entail. (See 15.2.) With universals,
the possibility arises of construing laws as relationships between uni-
versals. In this conception of laws, the having of certain properties by a
particular or particulars (which is the obtaining of a certain sort of state
of affairs, the obtaining of a state-of-affairs type) brings about, or has a
certain probability of bringing about, a further state of affairs of a certain
sort, Fhe bringing about occurring in virtue of the antecedent properties.
Tl:lls 1s a very natural way to conceive of the operation of laws, and brings
with it advantages, including some progress with the Problem of
Induction.

.lt is true that the trope theorist can put forward a quite plausible general
principle of ‘like causes like’. Exactly resembling tropes will play exactly
the same nomic or causal role. But the problem is to find a suitable truth-
maker for this alleged truth, without falling back on mere regularities of
the behaviour of particulars.

It remains true, also, that the choice between universals and tropes rests
up()n'rclativcly delicate and/or controversial matters, A trope theorist,
even if moved by the arguments just presented, may argue that there are
fnll worse disadvantages for the universals theory. As a result, while cleav-
ing to universals, we will not lose sight ot trope theory in this essay. It is
an important alternative view that deserves development.

One point about the trope theory may be dealt with immediately. It is
Customary to construct ordinary particulars out of bundles of tropes. This
is the view taken by G. E Stout (1921), D. C. Williams (1953), Keith
Campbell (1990) and others. But it is possible, and I think much ’prefer-
able, to combine a trope theory with a substance/attribute position. This
seems to have been the position of Locke. We know that Locke accepted
substance. It seems that we can take his continual talk of qualities with

ontologxcal seriousness. Michael Bradley has drawn my attention to a
quotation from the Essay:

ll::jtthcbnonce, that our Senses take of the constant Vicissitude of Things, we cannot
observe, that several particular, both Qualities, and Substances begin to exist;
(bk. 2, ch. 26, sec. 1)
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Furthermore, Locke is an avowed Nominalist, allowing nothing but
similitudes in things as the ontological correlate of, the truthmaker for, our
classing and sorting. So, although he never to my knowledge says so, his
qualities should be particulars. Again, there is no need to hold the sub-
stance/attribute view in the sceptical and unlovely form upheld by Locke
himself. A Lockean, but non-sceptical, form of the trope view is argued
for by C. B. Martin (1980). For comment see Armstrong (1991a).

An important advantage that this position has over a bundle of tropes
account is that it gets us away from the idea that properties are like things.
Properties exist, they are entities, but they are not things. Rather they are
ways that things are. This point will be developed further in 3.6.

3.3 A POSTERIORI REALISM

This section deals with a matter that I have often laboured elsewhere and
will not labour here. But it is both so important in itself, and so central to
the present enterprise, that it requires the dignity of a separate section.
Although universals are here upheld, they are not upheld, as many have
upheld them, in order to give semantic values to general words and phrases.
Universals are here postulated, in the main, in order to explain the resem-
blances and differences that we find among particulars, beginning with our
perception of particulars in our environment. This perceptual acquain-
tarice with the natures of particulars is extended, deepened, and in many
ways corrected by the whole great enterprise of natural science (though
under the ultimate epistemic control of perception). It is to natural science,
then, that we should look for knowledge, or perhaps just more or less
rational belief, of what universals there are. Hence the term ‘a posteriori’
realisn1. The theory of universals may have to be developed in an a priori
manner. But the theory of what universals there are must be an a posteriort
matter. And even the theory of universals should be relatively a priori only.
We shall see in the sequel how scientific considerations may incline us
toward certain answers to certain questions in the theory of universals.

1t may be noted that a trope theory can be, indeed should be, developed
i the same g posteriori manner as the theory of universals.

3.4 PREDICATES AND PROPERTIES

Something that more or less follows from the empiricist epistemology of
universals just adumbrated, and that is also a well-worn theme in previous
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writings, is that the semantic relations that hold between predicates and
properties are many-many. A predicate that is one, semantically one, may
apply to different particulars in virtue of different universals, Adapting
Wittgenstein's remarks on games (1953, secs. 66 & 67) to the current
purpose, ‘game’ may be such a predicate. The predicate ‘¢’, however, when
used to pick out the charge of the electron, may apply to the particulars it
applies to in virtue of a single universal. The current state of physics gives
this some plausibility. Given that there are no uninstantiated universals,
(s.omething that is still to be argued for) then to a predicate such as ‘phlo-
gisticated’ no universal or universals correspond because the predicate
applies to no particular. Contrariwise, to the one property many seman-
tically distinct predicates may apply, for instance ‘gravitational rest mass M’
and ‘inertial rest mass M’. There might only be one predicate corre-
sponding to one particular property, although further predicates could
always be manufactured. Finally, a property might be totally unknown, and
so no predicate would exist. The possibilities just enumerated are dia-
grammed in the table below.

( many properties

(being a game)

one predicate has one property
corresponding to it < (charge of the electron)

no propertics

\ (phlogisticated)

( many predicates

(‘gravitational rest mass M” and

‘inertial rest mass M)

one property has < one predicate

corresponding to it {though further predicate easily created)

no predicate
\ (completely unknown property)

3.41 Rejection of disjunctive and negative properties

It 15 a very important part of this theory of universals that, given distinct
universals F and G (it is essential to note that F and G are universals here),
to the.predicates ‘F or G’ (‘FvG’), ‘not-F’ and ‘not-G’, in genera] at least,
no universals correspond. There is nothing wrong with these predicates:
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there will usually be many things to which the predicates apply truly.
There may even be universals that happen to have the very same exten-
sion as these predicates. But the predicates are not, as we may put it,
‘property-predicates’.

This result, as I take it to be, follows fairly directly from a very simple
but very illuminating analytic truth about universals, a truism that we shall
have much occasion to recall, as should all who think about universals: that
universals are strictly identical in their different instantiations. The dis-
junctive case is pretty straightforward. If 4 is F but is not G, while b is G
but is not F, then the predicate ‘F or G’ truly applies to both particulars.
Yet that seems no ground for thinking that the particulars have something
in common. The giveaway is that such disjunctive predicates are so easily
manufactured a priori. It is true, as Herb Hochberg has pointed out to me,
that it would beg the question against disjunctive universals to say that
there definitely is no identical universal, F or G, that botl particulars
instantiate. But it is hard to see that there has to be one. Rather, it seems
plausible to say, the predicate ‘F or G’, when applied to a particular, has
two possible truthmakers, the particular’s being F and the particular’s being
G. The existence of just one of the truthmakers is sufficient for truth.

The case of negation is perhaps not quite so clear. There are some pres-
sures towards accepting negative properties. Yet consider all those partic-
ulars — a miscellaneous lot — that lack charge e. Is it very plausible to think
that cach of these particulars have an identical something in virtue of
which ‘not-¢" applies? I suggest not. (For a more extended treatment of
disjunctive and negative propertics, see Armstrong 1978b, ch. 14)

What is true, however, is that the attempt to extrude negation from the
foundations of the world is not an easy enterprise. It certainly cannot
succeed without introducing into this metaphysic something more than
first-order states of affairs. At least one higher-order state of affairs is
required, the state of affairs that the totality of all other states of affairs are
the totality of the states of affairs. To get rid of not you have to accept the
presence of all. This difficult matter will be taken up again at 8.7 and in
chapter 13.

But in any case, further qualification is necessary. We said four para-
graphs back that the rejection of disjunctive and negative properties h_olds
‘in general’. The reason was this. In the spirit of a posteriori realism,
our conclusion should be no more than: there are no a priori reasons for
thinking that disjunctions of universals and negations of univgrsals are to
be taken as universals themselves, But might we not consider selected
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lc)ils‘]unf:tAlons of universals and sefected negations of universals? Might it not
e legitimate to account these as universals if the development of the natural
saences appeared to demand this?
Cal;[“ge‘ prlclesent state of quantum physics comes to mind. Before the so-
isticesm(:; ap;e cl»fthe wave-packet’ we have, it may be argued, a probabil-
T ot values, say for the position of some photon, and the smear
;3}2 per'h::ps b? presented as an exclusive disjunction of a range of values.
o 2‘sdrinsggu rtlfsvlen::ipiretzcli v;;thm a theoq .of ur.1iversals as the instantiation
in sach e\ Shc:;rlsd - No lﬁrm Fhesm is being advanced here. Perhaps
only. Again enparould postulate dlSJunCilVC univ?rsals, but it is a perhaps
owghe e r,eqmre o a:WS, sqch as Pauli’s exclusion principle, might be
(i renlis e g b1ve un_1\.1ersal.s. (Butsee 15.4.) In the spirit of a pos-
iy o,pe[r:)1 . ons about disjunctive and negative properties should be
boio;};;:ﬁ:;:;;n;ve:;als are a different matter. Provided that F and G are
reject this pocies OZ-,CO:] very safne particular, there seems no reason to
plex universal. See 3.7, to come.

3.5 UNIVERSALS AS STATE-OF-AFFAIRS TYPES

It wi in thi i
ill be argued in this section that universals are st

. . . at - - ai "
argue for this thesis is alre ol et ypes To

But, s a3 It:ﬁz'e:(z trel{lf’!'l upon .thc theory of states of affairs.

and pest o Othc; & l. 10t seem possible to develop this otology,

supposing parts of the N ithout tn Sf)mc degree anticipating and pre-

Lopposn Mct’.l v L ‘.u.’gumcnt that, in the serial order on the page, still
. APRYSICs 15 a serpent that has iself by the tail.

The phrase “state-of-yffairs types’is not intende
are themselves seates of
of states of affairs. The
‘state-of-affairs’, changji

) d to mean that universals
affairs. They are nor, They are mere constituents
word ‘types’ is here 2 modifier of the expression
shortly, The i o ng the expresslon’s force in a way to be explained
) clumsy, but it has proved hard to find anything better.

Phra,se. prarticular a has the property-universal F,
often to refer to the un; s a5 being F. For convenience we may continue
of 35 _% being F. S mversal by the mere letter ‘F'. Bu j¢ is best thought

- ® b Similarly, we have _j having R to _. The universal is a
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gutted state of affairs; it is everything that is left in the state of affairs after
the particular particulars involved in the state of affairs have been
abstracted away in thought. So it is a state-of-affairs type, the constituent
that is common to all states of affairs which contain that universal.

This contention will at once recall Frege’s doctrine of the unsaturated-
ness of his ‘concepts’. 1 happily acknowledge the influence, and, indeed,
think of his concepts as close relatives of my universals. Frege’s view is crit-
icized by Reinhardt Grossmann in his 1983 (sec. 59). Grossmann argues
that Frege has wrongly identified properties (in Frege's language, concepts)
with a complex structure (a propositional function) that contains not only
properties but also the copula, that is, the bringing together of particulars
and universals in facts (our states of affairs).

But it seems that Grossmann fails to see that Frege is really offering a
different conception of the copula, a different one, a defensible one, and,
it may be thought, a preferable one. The universal, the state-of-affairs type,
has one or more blanks as part of its nature. That makes it unsaturated.
Frege's copula is the bringing together of a particular or particulars, on the
one hand, and ‘concepts’ on the other, by inserting the particulars in the
unsaturated structure. The ‘bringing together’ or ‘inserting’ is something
relation-like, which is the traditional conception of the copula. We are
given a rather good linguistic image of the copula when we fill in the
blanks of the unsaturated expression that stands for the universal, filling
them in with the names of the particulars involved in this state of affairs.
Grossmann, perhaps, has let himselfbe deceived by the word ‘is’. It is tradi-
tional to use this word to represent the copula, but it wrongly suggests to
the imagination (which can be so hard to restrain in philosophy) that the
copula is thing-like rather than something relation-like.

This conception of universals as state-of-affairs types seems right in itself
and also brings out the dependence of universals upon states of affairs. As
such, it should at least incline us to accept the primary position of states
of affairs and to be sceptical about the reality of uninstantiated universals.
Again, it greatly simplifies and clarifies the defence of the doctrine, to be
defended at a much later stage in this work (15.2), that laws of nature are
relations of universals, a doctrine that brings great ontological advantages
but which is thought by many to have a inystery or unclarity at 1ts centre.
These are systematic considerations only, and do not amstitu@ a direct
argument for the Fregean conception. But coherence is an important
virtue in a philosophical system, and so one that, to a degree, recommends

that system.
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3.6 UNIVERSALS AS WAYS

Daviq Seargent (1985, ch. 4) has argued that the correct way to conceive
of umve.rsals 1s not as things, or even, he says, as entities, but rather as ways.
Properties are ways things are, relations are ways that things stand to each
other. He even suggests that it is a category mistake to treat them in any
other manner.

I demur at his suggestion that properties and relations are not entities.
Seargent would not deny that universals exist, and it seems convenient to
say that whatever exists is an entity. But I do accept that it is wrong to sub-
stantialize universals. To think of them as ways that things are or stand to
each other is to de-substantialize them. What is more, it seemns plausible to
Sfly that to substantialize them, as, for instance, does the theory that par-
t.lculars are bundles of universals (and mutatis mutandis the theory that par-
ticulars are bundles of tropes) is to make a category-mistake.

.Ayer spoke of sense-data as ‘Junior substances’, and this excellent phrase
might also be applied to universals conceived of in the substantializing
manner. How is such a conception to be shown to be a category-mistake?
Seargent. suggests that this is done by Bradley’s regress. Once properties
and 'rclatlons are conceived of in a thing-like way, then they will need real
relations to attach them to their particulars (in a substance/attribute
t‘heory)‘or to attach them to each other (in a bundle theory). These rels-
tions w,l” in‘consistcncy have to be conceived of as substantial also, and the
regress is off to inﬁnity. By contrase, 1weays things are or ways things stand to
each other seem to forni so much closer a unity with the things involved
-thil[ pc.rhaps further relations are not required. One begins to see the fbrcc:
in talking about the copula as a ‘non-relationa] tie’ selt-contradictory as
it sounds. ‘ ‘ \

AF the same time, pace Laurence Goldstein (1983), talk of properties and
relations as ‘ways’ does not derogate from their ontological reality. They
are real fejtltures of things, real joints in reality, some of which are g.rasped
In approximate fashion by everyday perception and others of which are

affairs types. It may also be noted that there is nothing to bar, and much

to recom 1
mend, treating property tropes and relation tropes as ways. They
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will be unrepeatable ways, of course, as opposed to universals which are
repeatable ways. Such a conception of tropes will mandate, or at least push
towards, a substance/attribute trope theory rather than a bundle theory.
That, in my view, is all to the good.

3.7 COMPLEX PROPERTIES
3.71 The existence of complex properties

In this section the existence of complex properties will be argued for. To
some this may seem a work of supererogation. But there are philosophers
who hold that all universals are simple (e.g. Grossmann, 1983,
secs. 58-61), and in any case the theory of complex properties is of great
interest and importance.

Consider conjunctions of universals. If there are complex universals at
all, then conjunctions of universals should qualify. We are inclined to deny
that there are disjunctive and negative universals. But conjunctive uni-
versals seem much more acceptable. Given that F and G are distinct uni-
versals, then F&G can be a universal, provided always that a particular
exists at some time which is both F and G. With this co-instantiation condi-
tion in place, the key requirement of identity, strict identity, in different
instances is met in a way that it is not met, or not clearly met, in the dis-
junctive and negative cases. Indeed, one who accepts universals but rejects
conjunctive universals may be challenged to say what further condition
must be added to this strict identity to yield a universal. It will be ques-
tion-begging to say that the missing condition is that the universal should
be simple.

(It is to be noted that although the property F, the property G, and the
property F&G are all different, they are not wholly different. They are par-
tially identical, although the partial identity is not quite simple mereolog-
ical overlap. The notion of partial identity has already been introduced an'd
defended in 2.32. It is of great importance for the theory of complex uni-
versals.)

But, it may be objected, if there are complex properties, then they must
be complexes of simple properties, or at least complexes of simple prop-
erties and relations. If it is also maintained, as this work maintains, that all
universals are instantiated, then any complex property can then be
replaced in each of these instantiations by a conjunction of states ,Of
affairs involving simple properties and relations. The alleged conjunctive

31



A world of states of affairs

property, or any other complex property, will supervene on these states of
affairs. And then what need to recognize anything but the complex of
states of affairs involving nothing but simple universals?

This‘ retort has a presupposition, however, a presupposition that is con-
Froversml. How do we know that there are any simple universals at all? May
1t not be, for instance, that every universal is a conjunctive universal? F&G
has F and G as its constituents. But F and G, perhaps, are each of them
fnere conjunctive universals, and so for the new conjuncts, and so perhaps
all the way down’, with simple universals nowhere to be found, even at
the end of an infinite road. How can we rule this out?

Conjunctive universals may still be resisted. Michael Tooley has sug-
gest.ed to me a possible source of resistance. It is a matter of ‘ease of detach-
abl'llty’. If a pen lies on a desk, it is natural to say one has two material
objects here, as opposed to one — pen-tdesk. This is because it is so easy
t(? detach the pen from the desk. Similarly, if some object has a certain spe-
Cvlflc mass and a certain specific shape, that, on my view, gives'a conjunc-
tive property. But the object can lose one property without losing the
other. They are detachable, they form no natural unit. I suggest, however,
that fo.r our ontological purposes, the ease of detachability that is to be
fognd In many cases of co-instantiation of properties should be no bar to
saying that co-instantiation is sufficient for a conjunctive property. Cases
where the properties together are ‘synergistic’, bestowing a power that is
less or l.ll()l'(‘. than the sum of the powers bestowed by one conjunct in
flb.\'tl’;l}(,‘tl()ll fromn the other, are merely the nore interesting sortA()f con-

Junctive propertics.
A Leaving conjunctive properties, we pass to structural propertics, which
Involve both properties and relations. Instantiation of the universal F may
come toAthis. To be an F a particular must be made up of just two non-
f)verlappmg parts, one of which instantiates universal G while the other
Instantiates universal H, with the G part and the H part linked by the
{external) relation R. To be an F is thus to be a certain sort of structure,
so F may be called a structural property. Even a conjunctive property could
be ca.}led a structural property, but it is a structural property where the
lionslt'lltuents', the_conjuncts, are properties of the very same particular that
b e 0 st o, i
relations are instantiated by particulars

h .
that are proper parts of the particular that has the structural property. (For
a more extensive, earlier,

discussion of struct .
Armstrong, 1978b, ch. 18) structural properties, see
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Returning to our structural property E suppose that G and H are also
structures of the same sort, with structures all the way down, and that a
similar situation holds for all other properties. After what has transpired in
the search for atoms, what scientific realist, at least, can conclusively rule
such a possibility out?

If every universal, property and relation, dissolves in some way into
some sort of complex structure, then, it may be said, every universal dis-
solves into complex state-of-affairs types. I accept this, but see no intel-
lectual difficulty in it. Indeed, it would seem to be a very attractive, if quite
speculative, prospect for one who holds that the world is a world of states
of affairs. It would not seem to involve the denial of universals. Different
particulars could still instantiate the strictly identical complex structure.

It may perhaps be a contingent matter whether there are or are not simple
universals in the world. But what is not a contingent matter, although it is
an empirical question, is whether a particular universal is or is not simple.
Equally, if it is not simple, it is not a contingent matter just what its struc-
ture is. In my 1978b (ch. 15, sec. 1), I failed to appreciate this necessity, but
corrected the mistake in 1989b (ch. 5, sec. 1). The argument is yet another
application of the powerful analytic truth, the ‘powerful truism’, that a uni-
versal is strictly identical in its different instances. Suppose that a certain
universal is in fact simple. It may well be an epistemic possibility that it is
complex. ‘For all we know’, the universal is complex. But how can this be
a non-cpistemic, an ontological, possibility? The latter would involve the
simple universal being complex ‘in some other possible world’. But it is
evident that it would then be a different universal. .

But the epistemic possibility is there. And that epistemic possibility
seems by itself sufficient justification for accepting the reality of complex
universals. If, at the bottom, any complex universal is a complex that con-
tains nothing but simple universals, then the latter may well be called thg
fundamental universals, just as the ulimate constituents of particulars, if
such constituents exist, are the fundamental particulars. And just as one
day natural science may give us reason to think that fundamental particu-
lars have been identified, so also it may give us reason to think that the
fundamental universals — the fundamental properties and relations — have
been identified. But even then, what is non-fundamental is not therefore
non-existent. Macroscopic particulars do not fail to exist if it turns out that
they are assemblages of fundamental particulars! In the same way, complex
universals exist even if they turn out to be assemblages of fundamental

universals.

33



A world of states of affairs

3.72 Complex properties as state-of-affairs types

But let us now see how an account of complex properties can be given using
states of affairs and state-of-affairs types. We may take as our example the
property of being methane which David Lewis uses in his article ‘Against
structural universals’ (1986a). (See also Armstrong, ‘In defence of struc-
tural universals’ (1986) and Lewis, ‘Comment on Armstrong and Forrest’
(1986d).) Methane is a kind of thing, a kind of substance, and so perhaps

not really a property, but that complication seems not important here.
Methane’s structure is familiar:

The abovc-is a diagram which represents a particular, a token, methane
molecule. It is a thing with parts — mereological parts — a+b+c+d ( the
hydrogen atoms) +¢ (the carbon atom). Let us assume, for simplicity’s sake,
that these parts are not merely non-identical, but that they involve no
overlap. (Overlap would complicate the story, but would not change it
essentially) Of 4, b, c and d it is the case that they are each of them hydro-
gen atoms. So we have states of affairs Ha, Hb, He and Hd. The object e
1s a carbon atom. We have the state of affairs Ce. Between the carbon atom
and each of the hydrogen molecules the relation B (bonding) holds. So we
have aBe, bBe, Be, dBe. If and only if all these st ; :
the particular, a+b+c+ 4+ ,

(John Bigelow has pointed
states of affairs, for instance fu

_ ates of affairs obtain, then
15 a methane molecule,

out to me, though, that if there were further
rther bondings to other atoms, the particular
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might not count as a methane molecule. If so, the definition of methane
involves a negative element. Let us, for the sake of a relatively simple example,
bracket this awkward point. The problem can be dealt with in our metaphys-
ical scheme by introducing a higher-order state of affairs. It will be a totality
state of affairs. Perhaps it has the form: that these particular atoms enter into
these sorts of bonding (at that time) with no atoms besides their four partner-
atoms. See ch. 13. States of affairs of totality are ubiquitous in the world.)

With this difficulty pushed aside, and allowing for the sake of the example
that H, C, and B are all universals, then an ontological analysis of what
makes this object a methane molecule has been given. The form of the
analysis is this. It is a conjunction of states of affairs. A thesis may now be put
forward. In every case where a particular has a complex property (in this
case the particular [a+b+c+d+e | having M — where M is being methane)
this state of affairs is identical with a certain conjunction of states of affairs.

(Is the thesis convertible? Is it the case that, for every conjunction of
states of affairs, the mereological sum of the constituent particulars has a
structural property determined by the states of affairs involved? If a is F
and b is G, then, given permissive mereology, the particular a+b must
exist. It is further entailed that this particular has a very trivial sort of struc-
tural property: it is made up of an F-partand a G-part. But to getan inter-
esting structural property the F-part and the G-part must be relateq by
some external relation R. It is not a necessary truth that any two particu-
lars st be related by some external relation, although if it is true that the
world is a single spacetinie, such a relation will always in fact exist.)

A conjunction of states of affairs is what is called in the literature a
species of molecnlar fact or state of atfairs. For us, denying disjunctive and
negative states of atfairs as we do, such a conjunction is the only sort of
molecular fact or state of affairs. The interesting thing about this sprt of
conjunction is that provided the conjuncts, the ‘atomic’states of affairs, are
taken as unanalysed atoms (atomic states of affairs in the loose sense, _3.1),
then the conjunction behaves in a mereological manner. More precisely:
the conjunction, &, is identical with mereological addition, +. T“f() such
conjunctions (including the ‘unit conjunction’, that is, the ‘atoms’ of ic
conjunction) can be disjoint, can overlap, or can stand in.the mereological
relation of part to whole. This suggests, what seems obv:ously true, 'that é
conjunction of states of affairs supervenes upon the totality of its .conjunc.ts
and that the conjuncts supervene upon the conjunction. Ifthls 15 Cm}'e“'
then the principle of the ontological free lunch can be applied: ther'e 1s 1o
ontological cost involved in admitting such molecular states of affairs.
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B . . .

ut May we not arrive at the universa easily enough? Here, one may
s 1 it, wi i ’

uggest, is a picture of it, with the particulars replaced by unsaturated blanks:

(@n We not say that what this Pictures is 110 more nor less than a conjunc-
ton of state-of-affairg types? And will not such ( ;
the same simple mereological manner?

- This is not quite enough, though, The comple
tion (3 l'ucrcological sum) of state-of-athairs types, and to that extent it
behaves in the same MAnmer as the states of affairs that make u ‘;m i;ldivid—
ual methane molecule. But it g something more, A simple casf will be best

to l.llustrat'e the point: the conjunctive property P&Q. The requirement of

3 conjunction behave in

X universal is a conjunc-

complex universals there must be this welding
s type‘s. And notice that jt js not always simply a
tological correlate of 5 binding existential quan-

together of the state-of-affair
welding by means of the on
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tifter. It may be necessary, in order to give the correct structure of a partic-
ular complex universal, to specify whether the particulars involved are iden-
tical, wholly distinct or standing in part/whole or overlap relations. Mereology,
that is, comes in again for the identity-relations of the particulars involved.

But this having been said, a complex universal is a conjunction of state-
of-affairs types (or at least this is the claim) even if it is subtly more than
such a conjunction. And considered as no more than a conjunction, it will
stand in mereological relations to other complex universals.

3.721 Lewis’s objections to such a scheme

It may be useful here if we anticipate the later course of the argument, and
explain why David Lewis would be, is, dissatisfied with an analysis of this
sort. What he denies is the lynch-pin of this scheme: states of affairs. He
has two reasons. The first is his acceptance of the Quinean view that pred-
icates, qua predicates, need not have ontological correlates. Just by itself this
would not prevent him recognizing the existence of universals such as H,
C and B. But if he were to recognize them, then the true form of e.g. a%
being H would, according to him, be I(a,H). The symbol ‘H’ would not be
in predicate position, but rather in subject position. The two-place predi-
cate | (‘instantiates’) would then become something that for him lacked an
ontological correlate (except the class that would be its extension) and there
would be no state of affairs: a’s having the instantiation relation to H.

Lewis’s second reason is that states of affairs (as opposed to conjunctions
of states of atfairs) have something that, according to him, is impossible for
anything to have: a non-mereological sort of composition. The state of
athairs of a’s being H is not just a+H, but according to Lewis ther_e is no
other sort of composition besides mereological composition. We will l?ok
further into these matters when states of affairs become the explicit subject

of discussion,

3.722 Complex universals involving succession .
We have shown how to analyse being a methane molecule as a certain state-
of-affairs type. The structure involved is a synchronous structure. It is
important to note that there can be structures involving succession. Ata
certain place and time a billiard-ball hits another billiard-ball, whichis fol-
lowed by the latter moving. We can give this the rough formal representa-
tion: 4 has property F, has relation R to b, and b comes to have Pmpcrty
G. Here we have what is natural to call a (token) event, analysed in terms
of states of affairs. Clearly, we can abstract from this to reach an event type,
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that is, a certain complex state-of-affairs type involving succession. We
leave this matter for the present, but it becomes of the first importance
wl.len. we arrive, eventually, at the topic of causality, with one state of affairs
bringing about a succeeding state of affairs.

3.8 UNINSTANTIATED UNIVERSALS

We have argued for a conception of universals, both properties and rela-
tions, as state-of-affairs types, unsaturated entities in Frege’s phrase, entities
hungry for a certain definite number of particulars, the number corre-
sponding to the -adicity (degree) of the universal. We have also advocated
a conception of universals as ways, ways things are and ways things stand
to each.other. Neither of these conceptions of universals encourage the
postulation of uninstantiated universals. An unsaturated entity is naturally
sc?e'n as a mere abstraction from actual states of affairs, saved from being a
v1c1cA)us‘abst‘raction only because there are always saturating particulars.
Agalr}, if universals are ways things are, or ways things stand to each other,
th-en 1t seems implausible to assert that there are entities, the ways, with no
thn}g to be‘ that way or no things to stand that way to each othe;'.
Sydney Shoemaker has objected to this last point that it is at least equally
natural to characterize universals as ways things can be, a conce;;tion that
does not rule out uninstantiated universals. But this wc,)uld have the con-

sequence that universals would then be necessary beings, whereas it is
ﬁxndanlgntal to the system being developed here that they, like particulars
are contingent beings. ‘ A o
aﬂ-gll'rctsog.rnlzc, however, that the contentions that universals are state-of-
conntresmit);p;ess,t ht:ltatot}zi; are ways, that they are contingent existences,
voraah st At rege : zr Suggest quite strongly that uninstantiated uni-
these pomons Jec ? , are all Pretty controversial doctrines. To bring

€ptions of universals against the existence of uninstantiated uni-

versals is, to i i
rsal a degree, to beg the question at issue. So here we will first
Criticize arguments that have been p

of uninstantiated universals, and ¢

intende i i
d to give an independent reason for denying their existence.

3.81 Crivi: .
I Criticism of arguments Sor uninstantiated universals

one time uninstantiated universals

At
. might h i
order to provide objects to be the mean; ; ave been postulated in

ngs of meaningful and non-self-
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contradictory predicates. But, as Wittgenstein in particular taught, mcan-
ings are not objects. A somewhat more persuasive argunient is furnished
by empirical possibilities that are never realized. Consider the following
case. It is known that certain sorts of chemical structure make a chemical
a powerful solvent. It may therefore be predicted that a certain compound,
which could be manufactured, would be such a solvent. But because of
expense, or danger, or the fortuitous collapse of civilization, the com-
pound is never manufactured. Does not this structure exist (it might, after
all, be frequently referred to by chemists), and is it not a candidate for an
uninstantiated complex property?

I'suggest, however, that such reference is but pseudo-reference. Pseudo-
reference is common enough with respect to particulars, especially in the
case of events. We can speak about that meeting that never took place, and
draw out what its consequences would have been. Ontologically, though,
we give the meeting no more respect than the present King of France.
Science, even science as it is conceived by scientific realists, is full of what
can plausibly be construed as convenient fictions. (See Keith Campbell’s
‘Selective Realism in the Philosophy of Physics’, 1994.) A phase-space in
physics, for instance, is a ‘space’ of empirical possibilities, possible bound-
ary-conditions, most of which may never occur. It has turned out to be a
most helpful instrument in physical analysis. But the phase-space has no
causal] power, nor has the uninstantiated chemical structure. So is there any
need to assert the existence of either?

This is not the end of the dispute. Evan Fales (1990) argues that there
are universals, but that they cannot be brought down into spacetime.
Universals are necessarily transcendent. If this is correct, then, as he says, 1t
is a rather persuasive, tho’ugh not conclusive, reason for thinking that unin-
stantiated universals are possible. After all, with universals transcendent,
particulars and universals are so easily detachable in thought. A
Combinatorialist or 2 Humean about possibility would certainly want to
say that here is a possibility. To go beyond the mere possibility of unin-
stantiated universals to their actuality, Fales relies on a certain argument of
Michael Tooley’s. But Tooley's argument depends upon consderations
about the nature of laws and, in pamcul.ar. constderations about unin-
stantiated laws. Tt will be some time before we can broach thattopcin thus
essay, but I shall be arguing that Tooley's case does no more, at best. than
show the unrealized possibility of uninstantiated universals (16.3). If I am
right about this, then Tooley’s argument does not significantly advance

Fales’ argument.
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But if we want to uphold Naturalism, yet at the same time admit uni-
versals, we must also deny the first step in Fales’ argument: that universals are
transcendent. An important step, one already adumbrated in 1.31, is to argue
that the hypothesis that the world is a world of states of aﬂ'airs, with uni-
v§rsals as constituents of these states of affairs, is compatible with t,he hypoth-
esis that the world is exhausted by the spacetime system. So far from being
remov.ed from spacetime, universals will, on this view, help to constitute
spacenme.‘ They do this by helping to constitute the states of affairs that in
turn constitute spacetime. Spacetime is a vast conjunction of states of affairs.

Agother line of thought that might lead one to the postulation of unin-
stant}ated universals is the consideration of mathematical entities. It seems
that in this metaphysic these entities will, in general, have to be u.niversals.
Yet, pgrha}?s, some of these are uninstantiated. Consider, in particular, very
!arge. infinite cardinals. We do not know whether the’re is a finite ;)r an
infinite n.ur.nber of first-order particulars in the universe. And even if the
numbe.r is infinite we do not know how large an infinity it is. Indeed
utrﬂxless}:tlls th.e case that for every infinite number (and there is an inﬁnif};

1(;rssutch mtt;llmte nur-nber's) there exists that number of first-order particu-
» then there are infinite numbers which number no class of particulars,
Or at any rate number no class of first-order particulars. These infinite
numbers are candidates for being uninstantiated universal.;. \

It 'may bF said against this that it will always be possible to tind entities
that instantiate these infinities, Set theory will se

o ¢ to it. Given just one ulti-
mate individual, one ¢ J

Ty an bmld up sets of sets that have any desired cardinal-
b ; lywn ensure that all infinite nunbers are instantiated

ut this is  re : i 1 : '
o 18 a reply that I do not wish to avail myself of. The sets upon
S¢ts that are used to create classes with the

cdtoc right cardinality are things man-
ufactured 4 priori. It is not at all clear that 4 N

? ] . . . .
» according to this view. is for it to be
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any other particulars that really exist. Others, of which the bigger infinite
cardinals may be instances, are merely possible properties or relations, and
do not exist any more than anything else that is merely possible. We will
return to this question in chapter 11.

A final argument for uninstantiated universals is that they fill in gaps.
Let us suppose that the ‘missing shade of blue’ is never instantiated.
Postulating its existence gives continuity to a family of universals, in some-
thing the way that postulating the continuous existence of an unobserved
physical object may correlate what is observed at one time with what was
observed at a previous time.

The argument must be given a little force, but I doubt whether the
postulation of an uninstantiated universal ever has any explanatory value. This
makes it very different from the unobserved physical object, which serves to
explain a good deal. We will not expect anything else in the world to be
different because the universal exists. (See the immediately following 3.82.)
That being so, we appear to have no more than an argument from neatness.
Iam assuming, of course, that universals, like particulars, are contingent exis-
tences. But I know of no good argument for their necessity. It is true that it
is open to us to treat universals as I have just suggested numbers are treated.
We could take the ‘existence’ of universals to be no more than the possibility
of their instantiation. But what is merely possible does not really exist,
although it may be convenient to talk about its existing in certain contexts.

3.82 The eleatic argument against uninstantiated universals

If uninstantiated universals exist, they are entities that are nowhere an_d
nowhen. Given this, the (metaphysical) hypothesis that uninstantiated uni-
versals exist contradicts Naturalism as it is defined in this work. It contra-
dicts the negative portion of that thesis: that there is nothing over and above
the spacetime system. The following argument, which concludes that we
have no good reason to postulate such universals, has bce’n 4ubbcd by
Graham Oddie (1982) the Eleatic Principle (after the Elcatlc Stranger in
Plato’s Sophist). Adapting a suggestion made to me by Michael Pendlebury
it may be formulated thus:

Everything that exists makes a difference to the causal powers of something,

The wording is meant to get round annoying counter-instances to the
simpler formula that everything that exists has causal power. For instance,
it can be argued that it is wrong to attribute causal power to properties,
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Instantiated or uninstantiated, on the grounds that it is things, particulars
that ha\fe causal power. But we can certainly say that it is in \,'irtue of th;
properties 0.f particulars that the particulars have the powers they have
The properties make a difference causally. Again, does the causal relation.
itself have causal power? Perhaps not, but without the relation nothing else
could have causal power! It makes a difference. :
duitibrlnay be_that the Principle should be widened to allow for any irre-
bly non-causal laws that there are, and so that making a difference to
lr;omt}i power should be substituted for, or inserted alongside, causal power.
t;r:i C(;\:lzzver that may be', the argum.ent for the Principle seems to be epis-
even pragmatic. If an entity makes no difference to the causal
pow?rs of anything, then there would never be any good reason for pos-
tu?atn.lg that thing’s existence. Our whole experience, includin allpour
thl.nkmg, would go on in exactly the same way whethe’r or not tl’% t
existed. So why postulate jt? o
jus?tuhte\:htatl Is the truthma.ker for the Eleatic Principle, if it is true? Is it
otality state of affairs that there is nothing that fails to make some
sort of causal contribution, nothing that is epiphenomenal in any way? Or

lat.ter v«{ogld bL" fattractive, but I will have to leave this question as too hard
Itisa distinet, if related, question from the epistemic question wh n
we have to aceept the Principle. aue At rease
In g “ase icliae .
Elua]tl;mlz]r;:::p]?d\::(l,ll:ijl :I:()ol‘cy has PUl"lt‘Q out to me that although the
that 3 somewhat sos -,t‘th to ()}l[';l“{ unmstantiated wmiversals, it seems
counterpart ot‘l)av.id | ].“ " Prl’”“plc .15 I‘L‘.’l”Y wanted. For consider a
Worlds to omes ot ;uwu w 10.rcstn.cts.Lcwm;m realism about possible
¢s where the Eleatic Principle holds sway. The Principle

3Gainst some of the wyir e [ 1 t (;hbe Eleatic Principle cannot be used
st Stulated by non-Naturalis
. ; ts. A
Deity is outside Spacetime, but has causa) power ( ranscendent

time) if anything has, and power in our space-
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Could uninstantiated universals be defended by being credited with
causal powers? Plato may have thought that they had such powers. (See
the Phaedo.) But it would not be easy to turn this into contemporary sci-
entific doctrine. The most plausible way of trying to endow uninstantiated
universals with causal powers would appear to be this. One could say that
ifsuch a universal had been instantiated (by hypothesis it never was or will
be) then the particulars instantiating the universal would have certain
powers in virtue of this instantiation. In effect, the uninstantiated universal
would be put forward as the ontological ground or truthmaker for this
counterfactual.

While this looks to be the best one can do for uninstantiated universals
in face of the Principle, the evidence on which such a counterfactual could
be asserted must all come from the powers bestowed by instantiated uni-
versals. The uninstantiated universal would have to be, say, a ‘missing
value’ of some functional law. The question arises, then, whether the
truthmaker for the counterfactual cannot be found in the instantiated values
of the function. It will be a reduced truthmaker, but perhaps sufficient for
all that. The matter will have to be resolved at a later point (see 16.22), but
itis to be hoped that a sufficiently plausible truthmaker can be pointed to
which enables one to continue to uphold Naturalism and reject unin-
stantiated universals.

This whole section (3.8) has left a good deal of unfinished business.
Some have alleged that there are, or that there could be, laws of nature that
require postulation of uninstantiated universals. It has further been alleged
by others that it is impossible to “bring universals down to spacetime’,
something that, as Fales has pointed out, would at least strengthen the case
for uninstantiated universals, and which would in any case greatly weaken
the credit of universals with me. These allegations still have to be adjudi-
cated. The Eleatic Principle looks attractive, but raises some unresolved
problems. But, even so, the case for all universals being instantiated seems

quite strong.

:S LAT 5 ) 2S5 OfF
3.9 ‘SECOND-CLASS PROPERTIES, RELATIONS, AND STATES
AFFAIRS

The world is no more than a world of states of affairs, and these states of
affairs have as their constituents particulars, properties and rclgtionf, the
properties and relations being universals. It is natural science whlch tries to
identify the universals for us. This is the thesis. But, of course, philosophy
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and (?ther disciplines, not to mention ordinary discourse, have endless
occasion to speak about properties and relations which, from the stand-
point of an a posteriori realism about universals, have little claim to be uni-
versals. This essay itself is not able to stick to the austere standard that it
appears'to have embraced. From time to time it is necessary to talk about
properties and relations that are not universals. There are, for instance
good a posteriori reasons for thinking that colour-qualities ;ogether With’
many other perceptual qualities, are not universals. ’

I shall the'refore distinguish between first-class, second-class and third-
class properties (and relations). This distinction js relativized to the partic-
ulars that' hav.e these properties, or between which these relations hold.
(From th1§ point on, I will speak only of properties. Extension to relations
seems straightforward.)

The first-class properties of particulars are the universals they instantiate.
The s-econd—class properties of particulars have the following necessary and
sumqem condition. They are not universals, but when truly predicated of
a particular, the resultant truth is a contingent one. The rationale behind this
is, furst, that second-class properties are to be thought of as constituents of
(se.cond—qass) states of affairs, and states of affairs are ali contingent. Second,
v’wth conungent attachnent of a property to a particular, and only with con-
tingent attachment, do we have increase of being over the ,particular that the
PT(I’PC;fY attaches to. The italicized clause of the second thesis is controver-
is:i;lloccctoulrsc. ;‘md 1{1 cha‘ptcrs 9and 10 we wlill confront the genuinely strong
! ual pressures there are to abandon it But | seck to uphold it. Tt is
hn]\(;i to thc contention that all states of affairs are contingent.

e ofe;c t1.nc;casc: ot.bm’ng is' lacki'ng, we will speak of third-class proper-
particulars. Being identical with q is undoubtedly true of 4. But there

Is no state of affairs involved ine ‘i
» O genuine ‘is’ of predication it i ird-
class property of « p . So it is a thir

We turn b
ack now to the second-class properties of particulars. What

'csu;i“:;; :I:;m;?nzlili lct lr)lehsald thae they. do not exist? That will be a diffi-
which thcs'e broner t;- an::drdly1 b.e denied that innumerable statements in
between the ] relation-words appear are true, Some bridge
tversals, which are the first-class properties and relations,
T ; : .

require second-class staI:: ; fe.) S?Cond—cl.:lss properties, as we have said.
Second-chas ne s of affairs, contingent states of affairs where
Properties truly attach to particulars (which may themselves

44

Properties |

be in some way second-class). The supervenience thesis is this. Given all
the firse-class states of affairs, all the second-class states of affairs supervene,
are entailed, are necessitated. This will involve the supervenience of all
second-class properties that can be truly predicated.

Qs supervene on Ps if and only if there are P-worlds and every possible
P-world is a Q-world. Alternatively put, worlds that are not Q-worlds are
not P-worlds. No difference in what supervenes without some difference
in the base that it supervenes upon, with absolute necessity. Take the total-
ity of all first-class states of affairs. Any world that has just these states of
affairs, with their constituent properties that are all universals, will exactly
agree in all second-class states of affairs with their second-class properties.
That is the thesis.

To this is added the thesis of the ontological free lunch. What super-
venes in this strong sense is not something that is ontologically anything
more than what it supervenes upon. The second-class states of affairs are
no addition of being to the totality of first-class states of affairs. And the
second-class properties are not properties ontologically additional to the
first-class properties.

Why should we accept this thesis of supervenience and with it the thesis
that the supervenient second-class states of affairs are no ontological addi-
tion? Principally, it would seem, because of its superior simplicity. If it
really is true that the world is 2 world that contains (first-class) states of
affairs, then the natural way to develop this hypothesis is that <hese states
of affairs do not require a further set of states of affairs, ones whose_prop—
erties are often suspiciously predicate-dependent, suspiciously oriented
towards human classifications.

The second-class states of affairs are no addition of being. So the
second-class properties are not properties additional to the first-class prop-
erties. But it is to be emphasized that this does not make the second-class

properties unreal. They are real and cannot be talked away. They can prop-
erly be said to bestow causal efficacy on the particulars that they are pr()p-
erties of, even if such speech must be taken with a small grain of salt. (Such
causal truths have second-class states of affairs as ther prelimmnary
truthmakers.) There is emphatically no possibility of semantic descent from
these properties to the first-class properties by mcans ofcu'nccptual analy-
sis, a descent that Wittgenstein seems to envisage in the Tractatus. What 1s
more, in the order of knowledge, the second-class properties actua‘HY come
first. They are the perceptual properties, the properties of the manifest
image’, Indeed, it is only relative to the arcane discipline of ontology that
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they can be called ‘second-class’. But in the order of being, so the claim
is, they are not something more than the first-class properties.

To illustrate, let us suppose that microreductive physics turns out to be
able to give us a complete scientific theory of the nature of the world.
(This view is here neither endorsed nor rejected. Physicalism, which is
upheld in this work, does not entail microreductive Physicalism.) But
given the truth of microreductive physics, the ultimate particulars are the
truly fundamental particles. Their ultimate properties and ultimate rela-
tions are the ultimate universals, thus yielding us the ultimate states of
affairs. All the properties, relations and states of affairs recognized in less
fundamental sciences and in ordinary discourse will supervene on these
ultimates, and so, according to the argument, will be no addition of being.

Before leaving the topic of the supervemence of second-class properties
on properties that are universals, a special but interesting case of the super-
venience of universals on universals is worth mentioning here. Suppose it
to be the case that every property-universal is nothing but a structure of
property-universals in relation, a supposition that sets up an infinite regress
of dissolution of properties. A consequence that ensues under this supposi-
tion is that every property is supervenient (relative to some base). This sounds
very strange, but is not really particularly dithicult.

The point to appreciate is that, as we have detined it (2.1), superveni-
ence can be synetrical. P can supervene on QQ, and Q on P2 And iu such
a case, 1 contend further, we have identity. Our present case is one of syn-
metrical supervenience, and, fairly obviously, identity. As we go down the
infinite regress of structures, we are doing no more than analysing the orig-
inal universal more and more deeply, even though the analysis can have no

termination. The ubiquity of the supervenience then seems harmless.
There is an asymmetry, but it is an asymmetry of depth of analysis.

The present importance of this is that if the supposition is coherent,
then this helps to remove the suspicion that the supervenient is unreal,
lacking in causal power and so on. It is no increase of being, but that does
not make it non-being. This applies to the second-class properties as much
as to first-class properties, the universals.

A final note. We have rejected disjunctive and negative universals, with
the possible exception of ones admitted selectively, on a posteriori, scien-
tific, grounds. But there will be no objection to admitting disjunctive and
negative properties, and admitting them promiscuously, provided it is rec-
ognized that they are at best second-class properties.

The third-class properties are, of course, supervenient also.
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4.1 RESEMBLANCES AMONG UNIVERSALS
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thought to bJe less objective for such classes a5 the ilolvc:uom4hmcmmnal
But %or the classes of the lengths or the masses t ere o e
ordering seems perfectly objective, and even the tr)n e derings o
seem more a matter of alternative and complex obje

genuine subjectivity.
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Pay attention to
de:rminab'e and :;;ef::;:at:’a“ five features of the relation between
) If an ord; i

entatled thap tlr:;i:ys(ipartlc;llar h:fs a determinable property, then it is

length or mass or‘ C'Q}")‘e (e.tcrmm;,tc pProperty, some more particular

lengths, niasses or .1h«sol(ultlf}v “ght. down to the absolutely determinate

concern ourselves wi'th th‘ y precise .\ih.’ldcs of coloyr. (Here we will not
¢ mtermediate determinates, the ones that fall
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single determinable, this feature may be absent. Consider, for instance, the
tastes.)

(4) The determinable/determinate relationship is to be distinguished
from the superficially similar genus/species relation. The reason for this is
that a species can be defined per gentus and differentia, where the genus and
differentia are two distinct properties that can be instantiated in inde-
pendence of each other. But there seems to be no way that a determinate
can be defined by means of its determinable plus some independent dif-
ferentia.

(5) Finally, let us not forget the point from which this section started:
the resemblance of universals. Inside a class of determinates falling under
a single determinable, there are systematic resemblances between the
determinates. In particular they can be ordered, ordered in such a way that
there are different degrees of resemblance between different determinates.
A metre in length falls between an inch and a mile, a pound in mass falls
between a gram and a kilogram and orange falls between yellow and red.
Determinables (highest determinables) exhibit no such order among

themselves.
It can be seen that the relationship between determinables and deter-

minates is a very complex affair. It is also rather a mysterious one. How
are we to explain all these facts, as | take them to be? It is not a very attrac-
tive idea that we should Jjust accept these features with natural piety, and
declare themn not to be further analysable. At the same time, the complex-
ity of the relationship may help us in the search for an explication of its
nature. Any theory about what determinables and determinates are which
can plausibly explain all the five features that attention has just been drawn
to, must have quite a lot going for it.

Some preliminary reflections. Properties that are lowest determinates,
that is, that are not at the same time determinables to still lower determi-
nates, are good candidates for universals. One can appeal yet again to the
powerful truism that universals are strictly identical in their distinct
instantiations. Exact sameness of length, exact sameness of mass, exact
sameness of colour shade, all these suggest strict identity. (A trope theory
would equally find them plausible cases of exact resemblance.) T am not
saying that here are knock-down cases. Scientific investigation might dis-
credit claims for strict identity, for instance in the case of colour. But we
have here good prima facie cases of strict identity, and for the purposes of
the present investigation it will do no harm to accept such cases at face

value.
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class of universals,

What sort of class might this be? What links the members of such a
class of determinate universals? What gives the class its unity if not a
common property? Resemblance is the obvious first answer, but it
[ think, is the point ;yh,l ;lthe" CE“'Y would be the same universal. (This,
in the ;Q(Wuhlirp(597) eHm Placo’ raher obscure “Third Bed' argument
the Bed, bccnusc; ift'h . c art‘zu‘cd that there could not be two Forms of
that would be ‘th‘c Fo‘r'r" W:xr/(., one Bed would appear above them, and
internal relation © th "11~)‘ \ Cbh;lvc noted ';1150 that resemblance is an
nature of the unl.i\;crsal( :T(ln lance "f‘lllnvcrsnls must flow from the
admits of degrees (R s t11“}111501‘.“'5' Again, less than exact resemblance
members of a cla;s. ofc;ca e different degrees of resemblance among

eterminates.) Indeed, for universals, exact resem-

blance ¢
o an be thought of a5 an unreachable limit to which inexact resem-
ance can approximate.,
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each resemblance-pair, and the nature and status of these universals is
unclear. If we want to get away from primitive, unanalysable, resemblance,
as I think we should want, some other analysis of resemblance seems
preferable for the case of resembling determinates. (Peter Forrest has
pointed out to me that since a trope philosophy admits resemblance and
its degrees as a primitive, it could unite a class of determinates falling under
a single determinable simply by appealing to resemblance.)

My suggestion for a theory that works with universals rather than tropes
is that we should explain such resemblance in terms of partial identity.

4.13 Determinates linked by partial identity

We have already introduced and briefly discussed the notion of partial
identity (2.32), which, it will be remembered, is quite different from the
notion of loose or Butler/Geach ‘identity’. The present idea is that the
resemblance of determinate universals is constituted by partial identity,
where the greater the resemblance the greater is the degree of identity.

I will first set out the suggested analysis in an abstract way, and then illus-
trate it by considering a particular case. We will consider a class of deter-
minates, lowest determinates, all and only those falling under one highest
determinable. We will take it that each such determinate is a universal,
though we should not overlook the possibility that there are determinates
that are ‘second-class’ properties and relations, ones that are not universals
(3.9). But confining ourselves here to determinates that are universals,
what is the uniting principle of such a class?

Since different such classes of determinates do not intersect, it is likely
that what we have here is an equivalence class, falling under some partic-
ular equivalence relation. Without trying to specify this relation directly
(it may differ from determinate to determinate), my proposal is that it is a
complex relation involving partial identities, ones which hold either
directly or recursively between any two members of the one equivalence
class. In the best sort of case, found in one-dimensional quantities such as
duration and mass, each member stands directly in a partial identity rela-
tion to every other member of the class. Probably this is not a necessary
condition for all classes of determinates.

The partial identity here is the sort of partial identity that can hQId
between universals. To take simple cases, it is the sort of partial identity
that holds between the conjunctive universal P&Q and P, or berween
P&Q and Q&R. We have noted that this relation s close to, but is not
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quite, a purely mereological relation. It is internal, flowing from the nature
of the universals involved, and it admits ofdegre;s ’

Th.e claim is that every class of determinates falling under a determin-
able 15.}.1eld'together by partial identities. I am not claiming that this
proposition is convertible. There may well be classes of universals where
the members are linked by partial identity but it is not the case that the
class-members fall under 2 common determinable. Furthermore, as
already poted, it remains possible that some of these classes are unified ’in a
more d.1rect manner. It is possible for some of these classes that to the
determinable Predi[ate there corresponds a property, a determinable uni-
Yersal. But this possible mode of unification of a class of determinates
lr:portant for understanding functional laws, will not concern us unﬁi
y ea:tti:, ::e.si:he present concern is to expound and defend the partial
diﬁTwo simple things cannot be partially identical. They must be wholly

erent or not two at all. So if the resemblance of determinates is to be
partial 1de'nt1ty, thg universals involved must be complex. We have already
z;oi(;sed in tl’}e discussion of the me.thane molecule (treated for the sake

example as the methane universal) that we give an account of
zon?plex'umversals as conjunctions of state-of-affairs types (3.72). They are
ito:lg;l:::;:rsczfjnsatura;ed entities, statc_—.of-affairs types, which latter, be
et aﬁ‘am‘ ;t;et ’r:otf ufl}{y states (?f affairs. They are, rather, truncated
) pﬂrtimh“‘ ;H,It L\;,hO\ a h.l‘lrs consldt:r:‘d apart from (‘abstracted trom’)
el i'.m) -‘t..lm t)lr! ,t"f .l.’lt(('l" are a(lidcd' to the state-of-atfairs types,
e ally ava“ah.lc. _n. ¢ '.l. airs. This II)SIghF, as | eake it to be, 1 did not
22 5 the Cth (:)r;vu}us tr(‘iltlllCI?tS ot this topic (1978b, chs. 21 &
conception oot © ended o these). I.t 15 to be hoped that this Fregean

P of universals will make things clearer here
We can now make the argumen :

. t more concrete. Start with a simple
case. Consider the relationships of ¢ :

hree universals: three units of duration,

duration 1T, ang o > ng typé: some particular or other having
) ere the three particulars have no overlap, that is, are

not even partj i i
Partially identical, byt together make up an instance of the orig-
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inal 3T type of particular. One conceivably needs to add a further condi-
tion that the three particulars (which in this particular case can be thought
of as events) form a continuous larger particular. But it does not seem that
this extra condition plays any special part in our present argument, so it
will be given no further notice here.

Now consider the relation that holds between the three universals, that
1s, state-of-affairs types, a particular’s having duration 3T and a particular’s
having duration 2T and a particular’s having duration 1T. (Remember that the
phrase a particular in these three formulae stands for an unsaturated blank.)
A relation of partial identity holds. (It is the part to whole as opposed to
the overlap sort of partial identity.) Complex, that is, molecular, state-of-
affairs types are quasi-mereological complexes of atomic or relatively
atomic state-of-affairs types. They are conjunctions of state-of-affairs
types, conjunctions of unsaturated entities. We have seen in 3.72 that
complex state-of-affairs types, that is, complex universals, are something
subtly more than sitere conjunctions of simpler state-of-affairs types. There
has to be a linking together of the blanks for the particulars involved in the
state-of-affairs types, a linking that gives a definite and united structure.
(For instance, in the methane molecule the four hydrogen atoms have to
be linked to one and the same carbon atom.) But this extra condition does
not abrogate the simple mereological relations that hold between the state-
of-affairs types.

Let us now see how the analysis of this example can deal with the phe-
nomena to be explained: the intricate connections of determinable and
determinate properties laid out at the beginning of 4.12.

(1) We can say, in part at least, what a determinable is and why it entails
that some determinate or other must be instantiated. For a particular to
‘instantiate’ a determinable is (at least) for it to instantiate just one of a class
of universals united in a certain way by partial identities. In the case of
duration these partial identities hold between any two members of the class
of duration universals. So, in the way I have sought to explain two para-
graphs back, enduring for ten years is partially identical with enduring for
ten seconds.

(2) It follows from our analysis that having one of the determinates
entails that the particular having it also has the determinable “property’.
For having the determinable property entails no more than having one of
the determinate properties. It may be remarked here that we have to be a
little careful about the extension of the class of the determinates, the
extension in terms of which the determinable is characterized. After all,
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h(3) dIF can also be seen why the determinates exclude each other, that is,
why different determinates falling under the same determinable cannot

complex universa] qualifies. To see that this is so, consider, by way of con-
trast with the partial identities that we are at present considering, the uni-
versal P&Q and the universal P and the universal Q. The former i; a matter
of some particular being P and the very same particular being Q.
(Remeglber as ever that the ‘same particular’ here is an unsaturated blank.)
.Some.thmg"s being P and something’s being Q are proper parts of the con-

our present concern, the particulars involved in any two of these state-of-
affairs types are such that they, the particulars, are partially identical only.
One of the two particulars is a whele of which the other is a proper part.
Eor two of the determinates to qualify the very same particular, that par-
ticular would have to be identical with its proper part, which W(;ufd niake
1t non-identical with jeself, '

_ Th¢rc Is a tricky point here. 1f thing endures for a day, there is a sense
n which it endures for cach lesser unit of time. I a thing has mass of one
pound, there is a sense in which it has all lesser masses, 1t asked it one has
3 pound of potatoes, it would be a little strange to reply that, on the con-

Ing incompatibilities of determinates

It seems 1 '
i ms, though, thaF if we have determinate properties (and relations)
1 our ontology, then this is not nec

! essary. A certain particular instantiates
the duration of one day. Itis other par ¢

ticulars, some of which are proper parts
ntiate other durations. A particular has
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by means of the genus and an independent differentia. If one tries to define
a certain determinate duration by reference to its determinable, no inde-
pendent differentia can be found which, when added to the determinable
of duration yields the determinate. There is the determinable, there is the
class of the determinates, and there is nothing else available in the situa-
tion to add to the determinable with which to reach the individual deter-
minates.

(5) Finally, different degrees of resemblance between determinates
under the one determinable are explained. The resemblances of all the
determinate durations under a single determinable is a matter of partial
identity. Since partial identity, including partial identity of universals, of
state-of-affairs rypes, admits of degree, the resemblances in question admit

of degree.

4.14 Difficult cases for this analysis

Lengths, durations and masses seem to yield to this sort of treatment
sketched in the previous section fairly readily. They are remarkably unified
classes of determinates. Given any two determinates under the same
determinable, one universal, one state-of-affairs type (one determinate) is
partially identical with the other universal, the other state-of-affairs type
{the other determinate). Again, if a determinate universal U is instantiated,
then each particular that instantiates U will have, for every ‘lesser’ deter~
minate, at least one proper part that instantiates that determinate. Thus, an
event of duration D will, for each determinate duration less than D,
contain at least one event that instantiates that duration. A tightly-knit class
of universals indeed!

Evan Fales, however (1990, p. 231), objects that an account of this sort
cannot be generalized to shapes. He was working with earlier formulations
of mine (1978b) which left something to be desired. It may be conceded
at the outset that the unity of the class of shapes is a much messier affair
than the lengths, durations and masses, which all arrange themselves as
simiple one-dimensional arrays. But with the three clues of (1) states of
affairs, (2) universals as state-of-affairs types, and (3) the idea that complex
properties break down into quasi-mercological conjunctions of state-of-
affairs types, it is at least plausible that cases like that of the shapes can be
dealt with.

Let us start by giving ourselves the notion of a Euclidean flat plane, a
notion that it seems could be cashed out in terms of a state-of-affairs type,
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perhaps involving arrays of points, and then consider some shapes in that
plfme. What is it to be 3 triangle? It is to be a thing enclosed by bound-
aries having just three parts, each of which is a straight line. Here we have
thl'-ee nog—overlapping particulars, each of which has the properties of
being straight and being a line. [ lack the mathematica] knowledge to give
Z furthe.r account of these properties, but lines involve length and that is a

eterminable of a type that | have claimed to give an account of These

be.tween three straight lines and four straighe lines (which ensures that a
trlangle cannot be a square) while the resemblance lies in the fact that the
parts mvol.ved are three and four straight lines, lines which are connected
up according to the same formula. The series of triangle, quadrilateral
pentagon . . . obviously does not exhaust the shapes, but a‘beginning ha;

determinates, the different shape umversals, are obviously more complex

Fhflll thosc. that obtain in the case of the simple one-dimensional cases F;fut

i s subnnthd th_nt the resemblunce of universals has lwgl‘lll t;) l(;(.)k. ~-1 lot

less ysterious for the case of shape, as does the relation hctwccn‘ the

dc:;mmablc shape and the determinate shapes,

L a:et_hgo(:ficu“ casg qu to me by Pcter‘ Forrest, is that of directions
p -onsider the directions from 2 certain point. They form a family
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The analysis of complex universals is a probably endless business. It
involves both logico-conceptual and mathematical analysis, and, more
importantly, @ posteriori scientific investigation. As a result, the hypothesis
that complex universals may be analysed as conjunctions of state-of-affairs
types is difficult both to confirm and to disconfirm conclusively. But
perhaps it has been given a certain plausibility here. Provisionally, it looks
as if determinable properties are not universals, or more cautiously, need
not be universals, but are classes of universals united by all sorts of complex
partial identities. To attribute a determinable property to a first-order par-
ticular is to assert that the particular instantiates one member of that class.

There are at least two important threats to an analysis of determin-
able/determinate relationships along these lines that require discussion.
The first threat comes from the (epistemic) possibility that there are quan-
tities that are irreducibly intensive. Discussion of this is postponed until
4.22. The second difficulty will receive our immediate attention.

The second threat has already been touched upon. If there are good
reasons to think that simple, or near simple, properties could stand in the
determinable/determinate relationship then the theory adumbrated above
would have to be abandoned. For it is only if the universals involved are
complex that determinates can be exhibited as overlapping state-of-affairs
types. In practice this means that much hangs upon what might be called
the pride and the sorrow of analytic philosophy. I refer, of course, to the
colours. What attitude we take to the colours in turn hangs upon what

weight we give to phenomenology.

4.141 Colour A .
(This rather lengthy discussion could be omitted, especially by convinced

physicalists.) The phenomenology of colour appears to tell us this: these
properties are simple or relatively simple; and they are completely distinét
from the primary properties of things in the environment, or possibly in
the brain, with which the colours are correlated. Primary properties show
promise of being analysable in terms of complex universals, complex state-
of-affairs types, in a way that will make the relations between determin-
ables and determinates reasonably transparent. (Sce the accounts already
given of duration, length, mass and the gestures toward an account of
shape.) But how is the same trick to be worked for the relation of the
determinable colour to the individual colours if colours are as their phenom-
enology tells us they are? Their simplicity or at least relative simplicity will
forbid any analysis in terms of long conjunctions of state-of-affairs types.
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. While feeling the force of the phenomenological case, I wish to resist
it. The prospect of theoretical unification held out by t};e theory of the
resemblance of universals Just sketched seems too tempting. A I}—1ysicalist
account of 'the colours seems required for this theoretical l;niﬁiat);on so
here 1sa point where the thesis of Physicalism becomes a premiss on wh’ich
a portion .of the metaphysics of this book rests. Furthermore, there are
some relatively independent reasons for rejecting the phenom,enolo ical
case. One consideration is the difficulty of working out a satisfac%o
theory of perception if colours are really as they appear to be ”
tha’fczse()i()pgld. TI"IC.I'C are g?od reasons for. holding a theory of perception
i ognitivist ar.ld (1) Direct Realist. By ‘cognitivist’ is meant that
Oﬁﬂl;o::cto;y theory will }.IOId. that perception is essentially the acquiring
mation (a term which is here understood to cover misinformation)
ab?t:-t the ‘;vorl.d. Perception Is propositional (though obviously not lin-
1g}u s I1)ci)ran Izo, 1'nc’1c.ientally, 1t conforms itself to a world of states of affairs.
ni)rfl ;a ealist’ is understood that the information is, from the begin-
o ft,h:: out hthe current sta@ of the perceiver’s environment and body
gether with their relationships, and not about the state of the perceiver's
mind or brain. (See Armistrong, 1968a, ch. 10, and for a more recent
ngence ?fa direct realisn1 about colour sce my ‘Reply to Campbell’ in
Vic:":,'f(lar{]?b?‘” and R}'lnh:frdt, 1993..) All this fits in naturally with a
e« .pi.ru ptl(.m as a biological function of organisms. What organisms
(.,,ij:,,l:(.::[2;::0:, a:;:)}.lt the way things are presently arranged in their
g et c"Vimnm::,rt.own body, and how that body is at present
pref:i(r)l\:; ict;:;;l;isc; t}:; pcrccp;ion (?t' colour from this perspective. Colonr
b soom meiras p perty'o physical surfaces and in some cases volumes.
rom what is now known about the perception of colour

rocesses a i
p fe very complex, unlike the colours a5 they are perceived. Yet

they are co -1
y rrelated — in a complex and apparently very disjunctive manner
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to perceive their disjunctivity. The disjunctivity entails that colour is a
‘second-class’ property, that the colours are not universals.

The direct realist who rejects this identity view will have to argue that
the colours are distinct from, though correlated with, the physical pro-
cesses. But now let such a non-reductive direct realist consider the hypoth-
esis that the colours as he or she conceives them (out in the world,
unreduced) do not exist, but that the physical processes, laws, etc. are
unchanged. Why would the experience of colour be any different from the
experience actually had? Same causes and laws, same effects. This goes
some way, not the whole way obviously, but some way, to suggest that a
reductive account of colour ought to be correct. (Alternatively, much less
attractively I think, it suggests an Eliminativist account of colour. Colour
would be a ‘false imaginary glare’, to use a wonderful phrase of Berkeley's
for a view that he, of course, rejected. See his Second Dialogue, p. 74.)

Some direct realists who reject the reduction of colour-properties to
physical properties of external objects may be attracted to the expedient
of saying that colour is a property of our perceivings rather than what is
perceived, of our experience not of what is experienced. (Some philoso-
phers suggest that colour is a relation holding between our minds and exter-
nal objects, but this is mysterious in the extreme.) Colour, a property of
our percetvings, is then ‘projected’ onto, that is, erroneously attributed to,
external objects.

I am inclined to think that supporters of the projection theory have not
really thought it through. The other instances of projection that are cited
as precedents are various strong attitudes, whether of attraction or revul-
sion, which, as we all experience, seem to invest things or events with an
objective correlate of the attitude. Hume, in a wonderful conceit, spoke
of the mind’s disposition to spread itself on external objects. (See the
Treatise, bk 1, pt. 3, sec. XIV. See also the Enguiry concerning Morals,
Appendix 1, last para, on the mind’s ‘gilding and staining’ all natural
objects. David Stove drew my attention to the fatter passage.)

But this spreading is surely very vague and imprecise. It creates a good
or an evil aura around things, but it is something hard to pin down. In
sharp contrast, the boundaries of the colours of physical things are n
the great nmjority of cases very exact. Nothing is easier than to get non-
collusive agreement between different perceivers that one colour 1s found
up to a certain line of a surface and another colour beyond it. It is impos-
sible not to think that at that point there is an objective change in
the surface. The projection story must be that the eye is able to pick up a
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But th .
themSelvees ;:};frll;::terznl):?gy] is .there. It seems that the colours present
erties to which a physi ].lve ¥ stmple, and as other thap any primary prop-
tions be explaingd Ya ca l:t ;lay hope to reduce them, Can these presenta-
importance here (An:,:y‘ he headless Wwoman illusion s certainly of
an illegitimate trange Strong, 1%85)‘ What it shows is the naturalness of
wormman has 4 head) ‘t()lf)r‘1 t‘ro‘m : fal,lurfl to perceive something (that the
no head). The iﬂusiond if’”’-;;ittmn .Ot something unreal (the woman has
woman against an l:”lu N 'rat er easily brought about by presenting the
her head. A \'()u‘rc > of ;".mwd bh"lk background with 4 black cloth aver
perceive son-wthil:guh t‘::rpm;/_of of thoAillusion seems to be that failure to
thing is noy oo ¥ 5 y often a reliable way of ascertaining that the
! present. (If it had been there, we would have been able to see
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relations which are so vividly presented in visual perception, creates in us
the impression that we are given in perception the qualities from which
these resemblances flow. After all, it is common enough for what are really
relational entities to present themselves as something non-relational. Up
and down is a relative notion, but it presents itself to us as absolute.

If all this is correct, then the determinables and determinates that
colour-perception presents us with will be much, much, messier affairs
than those to be found in the agreeable cases of length, duration and mass.
But they need not be any different in principle, except that the properties
involved are very unlikely to be universals, and instead are ‘second-class’

properties.

4.15 Fales’ causal account of determinates

This defensive operation concerning colour may serve asamodel for a treat-
ment of all the secondary qualities. But before leaving the topic of the
resemblance of universals I should like to consider an interesting suggestion
about determinables and determinates put forward tentatively by Evan Fales
(1990, ch. 9.3). For Fales, physical universals may be differentiated from
cach other by the causal relations in which they stand to other universals.
Different universals, different causal powers. (These causal powers consti-
tute for him the laws of nature ) This is a plausible enough starting point.
Consider now the set of determinates falling under the one determinable.
Associated with each niember of the set will be its own peculiar set of causal
relations to further universals. Associated with the determinable will also be
a set of causal relations. Fales’ suggestion is that this further set is a proper
subset of each of the sets associated with each determinate. It is this, accord-
ing to him, that explains why instantiation of any of the determinate uni-
versals entails instantiation of the determinable. The ordering of the
determinates in terms of closeness of resemblance can also be explained in
terms of degree of overlap in their associated sets of causal relations. Why
does instantiation of a determinable ensure that a determinate universal is
instantiated? Fales suggests further that the ground for this, i some cases at
least, is the fact that the subset of causal relations associated with the
determinable is nomically insufficient for independent existence. That s to
say, it may be nomically impossible for any particular to instantiate these
causal relations and these alone. Fales holds that causal relations between
universals are necessary, so on his theory instantiating the determinable will
entail instantiating some determinate, just as it ought to.
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thin i i :

b m‘; et:i;ledsl:ts IZ?lccal rlelatlonshlps cannot be identified with relations
I£1 adopred Fales,a;l:a plox;]/ers associated with the various properties.
develop RO reductivl;sa t eow I would, a5 already indicated, like to
deterntinable aniverl AW?’,‘ Wlth.out th.e autoniatic need to postulate
have indicated. | w01~”d~i7 ‘ ;1 t t)g)revmus dl'sc‘ussion of colour will perhaps
ical difficulties 1 ) ; opc ul ofexplalnlllg away the phenonienolog-
universals together j ‘ Le- henve version of Fales' theory, when we classify
to and registeripg (-1n fl(f‘. d.c.wm"mblc/d(‘tcrmi"MC WAy we are reacting
the ars o, t,o I.)u.x; 11( ts about the universals mvolved, causal tacts of
We are registerin an)’d ‘l‘tT .But We are not necessarily aware of what it is
that it docs noy db» rt&ttlr.lg to. ()n‘c‘ attraction of chis view for me is

emand that it be possible to give a Physicalist account of

basing very genera] me i
very taphysical hypothe ‘ if hi
level, scientific speculation, the thes?spof Pl:;:icuall)i(s):na parculr i high-

Properties 11

determinable/determinate relation recreated. Consider Newtonian gravi-
tation: F=K(M1XM2)/D. Each of E M and D are determinables, under
which fall as determinates specific forces, masses and distances. But more
than this: if determinate values of F the Ms and D are substituted in the
equation then we reach a law which stands as a determinate to the origi-
nal, determinable, law. The determinate laws form a class of laws, a class
that may have ‘missing values’, that is, uninstantiated values, reminiscent
of Hume’s ‘missing shade of blue’. Thus, supposing that the universe has
a finite mass, M, then the determinate gravitation laws involving greater
total masses than M will be uninstantiated. We will return to this in 16.12.

4.2 QUANTITIES

No scientifically oriented philosophy, as this one purports to be, can
neglect the topic of Quantity. For us, the matter is very closely intertwined
with the topic of complex universals, and also the determinable/
determinate distinction. Quantities provide at least the most obvious
examples of classes of properties where the determinable/determinate dis-
tinction is naturally drawn. As a result, most of our work has already been
anticipated by the discussion of that distinction in the previous section.
If we consider determinate as opposed to determinable quantities, and
if we exclude minimum quantities, if such there be, then we could say that
a determinate quantity is a complex universal, a state-of-affairs type, a
molecular or conjunctive state-of-affairs type, whose constituents have a
certain monotony. The monotony gives that universal a certain simplicity
and a certain nomic importance. We have already discussed the structure
of duration, length and mass, which are one-dimensional quantities. But

Some issues remain.

4.21 Properties or relations?

In the discussion of length, duration and mass in the previous section, it
was tacitly assumed that these are monadic, if complex, universals. It was
assumed that they are properties as opposed to relations. Bigelow and
Pargetter, though, have argued that they should rather be taken as rela-
tions, mathematical relations of proportion (1988 and, more cautiously.
1990, ch. 2). These relations of proportion obtain, of course, but what
seems to be overlooked by Bigelow and Pargetter is that the relations are
intemal, flowing from the nature of the terms that have these relations.
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Hypotheses are available that would restore extensiveness. Unlike uni-
versals, particulars that are not at the very same place at a certain time
cannot be wholly identical. But it is not so clear that different particulars
cannot be at the very same place at the same time. Suppose that the latter
is possible. Then one might explain a difference of mass in different point-
particles by saying that the particles in question contained a different
number of unit-mass particulars ‘piled on top of one another’. One could
even hypothesize that ‘inside the point’, as it were, there was no funda-
mental unit-mass, but that one point-particle could be more massive than
another in a continuous fashion. The bigger particle 4 would contain a
proper part, @', that had the same mass, say, as another particle b. But the
proper part 4’ would be ‘inside’ a, with both a and a" wholly at the very
same point in spacetime. One might think of these sorts of ‘extensive
quantities within the same point’ as involving a further dimension orthog-
onal to the ordinary three, or else as involving bare numerical difference.

If, however, science finally declares for irreducibly intensive quantity,
then here, as elsewhere, a cherished metaphysical thesis must be aban-
doned, or modified, in the light of empirical enquiry.

4.3 KINDS

Properties, as opposed to relations, are monadic or one-place universals.
But are they the only sort of monadic universals that there are? There is
an important tradition, going back as far as Plato and Aristotle, that would
recognize kinds in addition. A particular may be a man or a horse, a
methane molecule or an atom, or it may be a quantity of stuff such as wood
or gold. It sounds strange to speak of the property of being a man or the
property of being a quantity of gold. At the same time these kinds are
repeatables and so have a prima facie claim to be a particular sort of monadic
universal. One striking candidate for a kind that has recently been sug-
gested (Bigelow, Ellis and Lierse, 1992) is the spacetime world itself. It does
seem to be an object that is to a degree a physically unitied thing.
(Presumably it is, qua kind, a repeatable, although we have no particular
reason to think that it is actually repeated.)

Stuffs are perhaps not very important for a scientific realist ontology that
also accepts the existence of universals. The reason is that stuffs, though
regularly appearing homogeneous ‘within the manifest image of the
world’, turn out to be assemblages of particulate, countable, things such as
molecules and electrons. It may turn out, of course, that homogeneity or
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detailed structure is, again presumnably, largely determined by causal inter-
actions of the individual entities to be found in spacetime. These individ-
ual causal interactions are determined, we ordinarily think, by the
particular properties of the interacting things. How is the kind-universal of
spacetimeness to get into the act? ‘The sun will not overstep 1ts measures’
Heraclitus wrote. Does the kind, a determinable universal, lay down mea-
sures which serve as a limit beyond which the causal interactions of the
things within a spacetime cannot go? I certainly do not want to say that
no intelligible story can be told here, and perhaps turn out to be true. But
I say that the story is still to be told.

There is, of course no objection to the hypothesis that a spacetime has
a certain property or properties and that this property or these properties
play an important causal or nomic role in determining what happens
within a spacetime. This may be so and it may turn out to be an immeasur-
ably important correction to the microreductive drive in many of the
explanations given by fundamental physics. But kinds, as I understand
then, are conceived of as universals that are both other than mere prop-
erties and in some way govern properties.

But perhaps being human and being a spacetime are simply bad exam-
ples of kinds? Perhaps we should look for the true kinds among the funda-
mental building blocks of the world. The electron is not at present thought
of as having any structure and all electrons are thought of as identical in
nature. Perhaps, then, we should recognize a kind: electronhood?

It would appear, however, that a reductive account is available of elec-
tronhood. Unlike an ordinary macroscopic object, or even a molecule or
atom, the electron is not credited with very many properties. And for
properties to make it an electron there are required only mass, charge and
the absolute value of the spin, properties that are identical in all electrons.
Why, then, should not electronhood be identified with the property that
1s the conjunction of these three properties?

It is, of course, a great fact about the world that it contains kinds of
things, individual objects that lend themselves to being gathered together
mnto classes that in many cases do not overlap. This holds within the man-
ifest image of the world and, though some Iines are re-drawn, 1t 1 not

repudiated in the deeper, truer, scientific image. The kinds mark true
Jjoints in nature. But it is not clear that we require an independent and irre-
ducible category of universal to accommodate the kinds.

It 1s one of the hypotheses of this work that the deepest, most absglute,
of joints are given solely by property and relation unversals, linked
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Powers and dispositions

S.-I INTRODUCTORY

Given properties and relations in our ontology, one great issue is whether
they are repeatables (universals) or unrepeatables (tropes). We have opted
for universals. But another large question in the theory of properties and
relations demands our attention, an issue in great degree independent of
the dispute between universals and tropes. It is an issue of equal impor-
tance, though perhaps less well canvassed. Concentrating, for convenience,
on properties as opposed to relations, we think of them as bestowing powers
upon the particulars that have them. A property that bestows no power
will not be easy to detect! Conversely, if a particular has a power, either to
act or be acted upon, then that is a property of the particular. The ques-
tion arises, therefore, whether a property’s nature is exhausted by the
powers that it bestows, or whether instead the property, in itself, is to be
distinguished from those powers. To discuss and come to a position on this
issue is the main business of this chapter.

Properties (and relations) are thought of by some philosophers as having
a nature that is self-contained, distinct from the powers that they bestow.
We shall call this position Categoricalism. Others think of them as having a
nature that essentially looks beyond the particulars they qualify, ourward
to potential interactions with further particulars, and where this nature is
exhausted by these potential interactions. This view may be called
Dispositionalism. As one might naturally expect, there is a Tiwo-sided view
which holds that properties have, essentially, both a categorical and a
power side to their nature.

This chapter will criticize Dispositionalism, defend Categoricalism, and
rather briefly criticize the Two-sided view, leaving a fuller discussion of
this third position to a later chapter. But preliminary brief discussion of
dispositions, of the distinction between transeunt and immanent causa-
tion, and of propensities (probabilistic powers) will be in order before we
embark on the issue between Dispositionalism and Categoricalism.
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explicit endorsement of this causal account of dispositions is to be found
in Mackie, 1978.) For a brittle object to manifest its brittleness, the strik-
ing of the object, in conjunction no doubt with suitable standing condi-
tions or other circumstances, together with the brittleness itself, must bring
about the shattering of the brittle object. We can add the totality of the
suitable circumstances to the initiating cause, further add the brittleness,
and speak of all these taken together as the fotal cause of the manifestation.

I take singular causation with full ontological seriousness (contra the
Humeans), although elaboration and defence of this position must be post-
poned until chapter 14. Notice also that with the rejection (or near rejec-
tion) of negative universals (3.41), the absence of some factor is not
accounted a cause, ontologically speaking. From nothing, nothing comes.
We do of course say things like ‘Lack of water caused his death’ and such
statements can well be true. But, my position is, the truthmaker for such a
statement is not a causal relation between the absence and its ‘effect’. (David
Lewis has pointed out to me that the opium example might not be a strict
case of causation. For suppose it works by blocking stimuli that would oth-
erwise keep one awake. It would then be like the lack of water case.)

If singular causal connection is missing, then the disposition has not
been manifested, even if, because of some other cause, or for no cause at
all, the shattering still occurs. A thought experiment brings out the force
of this. A brittle glass is suitably struck. But before the striking can cause
the shattering, the glass is hit by a pre-emptive lightning strike which
causes it to shatter. This lightning strike, however, is such that it would
suffice to shatter even a non-brittle object. Has the glass’s brittleness been
manifested? Not, it seems.

A further point that may be noted is that the total cause acting upon the
brittle glass must bring about the manifestation in some standard way. If the
causal chain from striking to shattering is a ‘deviant’ one, then the shat-
tering will not be a manifestation of the brittleness. An example is not easy
to construct. But suppose that, in peculiar conditions, the striking caused
the brittle glass not to be brittle. (See C. B. Martin’s “electro-fink’ which,
when a charged wire is touched, makes the wire go dead if and only if 1t
is touched. Martin, 1994, p. 3.) But suppose also, that the striking added
to the previous brittle condition triggers the lightning strike envisaged 1n
the previous paragraph, a strike that shatters even non-brittle objects and

which shatters this glass. The glass was not manifesting 1ts brittleness, even
though striking plus the brittle condition caused the shattering.
Looking forward to the Dispositionalist thesis, the thesis that the
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to be the bonding of the molecules plus the relevant laws of nature. The
impotence thesis is a way of coming to terms with this point.

But it may still be defensible to identify the brittleness with the bonding.
Consider that the first-order state plus the laws will, in the given condi-
tions, be sufficient to entail (or give a certain objective chance) that a suit-
able striking will shatter the object. (The higher-order property which
Prior, Pargetter and Jackson champion as the disposition supervenes on
this situation.) Given this, cannot one say that, relative to the laws, the first-
order state is the disposition, and then leave this relativity in the semantic
background? I find this preferable to the impotence thesis, though deci-
sion one way or the other may not be of major importance.

It is to be noted that the identification of disposition with first-order
state here defended, the causal theory of dispositions, can be token-token,
or perhaps more realistically (sub-type)-(sub-type). The brittleness of «
and the brittleness of b could be different sorts of state.

$.3 TRANSEUNT AND IMMANENT CAUSALITY

Active and passive powers are manifested, if and when they are manifested,
in causal processes. Characteristically, these involve the causal action of one
particular upon another. Using W. E. Johnson’s terminology (1964 [1924].
Part 1) we may call this transeunt causality. It is a ‘going across’. By
Newton’s Third Law, such action will always be accompanied by a reaction.
That is, the action will always be one side of an interaction. This ensures that
in all such actiom active and passive powers of both particulars are involved.

But the world may contain another, more controversial, sort of causal-
ity, which Johnson calls immanent or ‘remaining within’ causality. Certain
wholes maintain their stability by the interactions of their proper parts. In
general, that holds for social wholes, such as nations. That is transeunt
causality. But it may also be that there is a form of causality which remains
confined to a single particular and that, further, does not proceed by inter-
action between sub-particulars. This will be immanent causality.

Where, if anywhere, is immanent causation to be found? Spontancous
radioactive decay is a possible case. Nancy Cartwright says:

In treating [radioactive} decay, quantum physics employs two different concepts -~

that of stimulated emission and that of spontaneous emission. Sumulated emissions
have some assignable cause . . . spontaneous emissions are random and uncaused

events, (1989, p. 109)
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this that the laws in question are deterministic. It may be (epistemic ‘may’)
that some or all of these laws are irreducibly and objectively probabilistic.
The rule of law need not be the rule of deterministic law. Suppose that all
or some of the fundamental laws that govern ordinary active and passive
powers and also immanent causation, if it exists, are of a probabilistic
nature. How much, if at all, would we then need to modify what has
already been said?

Not very much, it appears. Certain powers and so on associated with
particulars will have to be scaled down, as it were, to allow for the empir-
ical possibility chat, even where all the conditions for the manifestation of
a power are present, there may still be no manifestation. Symbolically, this
can be done by associating with every power a number ranging from () and
1, but with 0 itself excluded. A deterministic power will take the number
1. (With 1 minus an infinitesimal not set equal to 1. Infinitesimals are dealt
with in non-standard analysis. They are perfectly respectable, despite the
conservative term ‘non-standard’.) The number measures the objective
probability of the effect occurring. The peculiar cases are then those where
the power is non-deterministic, and the ‘total cause’ occurs — all condi-
tions for manifestation are present — but on a certain occasion the
manifestation does not occur. What ought we to say about such cases? In
particular, are they cases of causation?

I think that we should deny that these are cases of causation. Causation
is a relation, fundamentally a dyadic relation, and, pace R. Grossmann,
1983, secs. 78-83, no relation exists without its full complement of terms.
Causation that is law-governed, but where the law 1s probabilistic only,
exists only when, as one may say, the state of affairs falling under the ante-
cedent of the law ‘fires’, that is, the potential cause actually brings about
its effect. The moral to be drawn from this is that an irreducibly probabil-
istic power or disposition does not involve ‘probabilistic causality’ but
rather a certain (objective) probability of common-or-garden, two-
termed, causation. ‘Probabilistic causality’ should rather be thought of as
a probability of causing, a probability that is irreducibly probabilistic. That s

what a propensity is.

5.5 DISPOSITIONALISM

We turn to the Dispositionalist theory of properties. In a thoroughgoing
Dispositionalism, all properties, and in particular the properties of the total
cause, the properties in virtue of which the manifestation occurs if it does
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Robinson (1989) and John Bigelow together with his co-author Robert
Pargetter (1990, 2.6). The argument has two steps.
Vectors have both a quantity and a direction. They are attributed to
bodies at instants. A question, though, is whether we should take this
attribution at face value. Suppose that at a certain time a certain person
was thirty-seven years old and (because of nothing particular about the
person in question at that time) doomed. He died shortly afterwards as a
result of being hit by a meteorite. These attributions, thirty-seven years
old and doomed, have as their subject that person at that time. They are
nevertheless true in virtue of the person’s past and future. Are vectors like
that? Philosophers disagree. Bigelow and Pargetter point out, indeed, that
the dispute was alive and well among the Scholastics. Ockham, in partic-
ular, as one might expect, took the more positivistic view that attributions
of velocity at an instant, for example, should not be thought of as attrib-
uting a property that really qualifies the particular at that instant. His view
seems to have prevailed (among philosophers) until quite recently. But as
Tooley, Robinson, Bigelow and Pargetter all show, such a view is quite
difficult to defend.
A simple, but powerful, example is given by Bigelow and Pargetter
(p- 72). A meteor crashes into Mars, making a crater. The size of the crater
is proportional to the force exerted on impact, together, of course, with
whatever Mars happens to be doing at that instant. But if that force is not
soniething, a property presumably, that the meteor has ar the moment of
impact, then how is the particular size of the crater to be explained? Is it to
be thought that the meteor, at the moment of impact, ‘remembers’ the
velocity that it was travelling at before the impact? Surely it is the mass of
the object, and its velocity at the instant of impact, together with the current
state of Mars, that determines the rest of the causal process? So the veloc-
ity had better be a property that really qualifies it at that instant. (It may
be a relational property, involving a relation to Mars as it was at that instant,
but that does not seem to destroy the force of the point.)

Although physically unrealistic, the thought experiment of the
absolutely uniform but rotating disc is also very instructive. The disc (or
sphere) was introduced into current philosophical discussion by Saul
Kripke (1479) and independently by me (1980, original paper presented
1976). But it was Robinson who spotted the link between this case and
the notion of a vector. We imagine two absolutely homogeneous discs that
are in their two natures absolutely identical except that one is stationary, the
other rotating. When I first thought of this case as an undergraduate at
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Y Michael Tooley, that this would, at best, dea] ii;h tﬁzmte:lom
\ problem
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of the quantity of motion. It is less clear how direction of motion, also
involved in the vector property, is to be catered for.

But now to consider two important difficulties for Dispositionalism.

The first difficulty springs from the fact that a disposition as conceived of
by a Dispositionalist is like a congealed hypothetical fact or state of affairs:
‘If this object is suitably struck, then it is caused (or there is a certain objec-
tive probability of it being caused) to shatter. It is, as it were, an inference
ticket (as Ryle said), but one that exists in nature (as Ryle would hardly
have allowed). That is all there is to a particular disposition. Consider,
then, the critical case where the disposition is not manifested. The object
still has within itself; essentially, a reference to the manifestation that did not occur.
It points to a thing that does not exist. This must remind us of the inten-
tionality of mental states and processes, the characteristic that Brentano
held was the distinguishing mark of the mental, that is, their being directed
upon objects or states of affairs that need not exist. This intentionality of
the mental undoubtedly exists. But for physicalists such as myself it pre-
sents a prima facie problem. If the mental has intentionality, and if, as
Brentano thought, it is also ontologically irreducible, then there is something
here that would appear to falsify Physicalism. Physicalists about the mind
are therefore found trying to give some ontologically reductive account of
the intentionality of the mental. But if irreducible dispositions and powers
are admitted for physical things, then intentionality, irreducible intention-
ality, has turned up in everything there is.

Is this not objectionable? Does it not assimilate the physical to the
mental, rather than the other way around? But more to the point, how can
a state of affairs of a particular’s having a property enfold within itself a rela-
tion (of any sort) to a further first-order state of affairs, the manifestadgn,
which very often does not exist? We have here a Meinongian metaphysics,
in which actual things are in some way related to non-existent things.

Some bite the bullet, though. John Burnheim (¢. 1968), C. B. Martin
and K. Pfeifer (1986), and U. T. Place (1988) have argued, in Place’s words:

that physical dispositions and their descriptions bear all the marks of intentional-
ity mentioned by such philosophers as Elizabeth Anscombe, Roderick Chisholm

and Bill Lycan.

As a result, Place goes on:
we reach the conclusion that intentionality is the mark, not, as Brentano thought,
of the mental, but of the dispositional.

(p- 210)
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Here the result that appears objectionable to me js accepted by Place in
the spirit of natura] piety.

Perhaps, however, dissatisfaction with Dispositionalism can be articu-

lated in the following way, which constitutes my second criticism of the

patiotemporal one, which Elljs and Lierse, at
least, would allow te be non-dispositional,

the new property will itself be
purely dispositional. If ang when this new property has its effects, these
too will be a matter of gaining,

losing or sustaining purely dispositional
properties. Is this acceptable?

As George Molnar has pointed out to me, we do have a prima facie model
for this situation. A magnetizable thin

be magnetized is 2 dis
Molnar’s case? Can j¢

g may become magnetized, yet to
positional property. But can we generalize from

be that everything is potency, and act is the mere
shifting around of potencies? I would hesitate to

Properties, particulars would seem to be always re-packing their bags as
they change their properties, yet never taking a Journey from potency to
act. For ‘act’, on this view, is no more than ; different potency.

Perhaps aceepting that the purely spatioteniporal properties are cate-
gorical will give enough categorical basis to blunt the force of this crit-
icism. But the trouble then is that admission that there are such things as
Categorical properties weakens the Dispositionalist case. We have already

seen that causality must be Categorical. Why not other properties besides
the spatiotemporal ones?

5.6 CATEGORICALISM

Powers and dispositions

The main problem for such a view is to explain the poyvcrsv:ir:s dl:;;::
tions that we predicate ofparticlt:lars and regu:aer:rma:s:hcexztreetical pl::)sits‘ -
ties, particularly the properties that are no mo n theoretical posis. X
cannot be denied that we associate many dlﬁ‘ere.nt dispositi ' it
the properties that we credit th;ngs with. If;it:li)r]lnvgv;:;s ejrzeer?:r;brlr::;s,i;ttlos

i rue that it is disposed to act in ¢ .
fienr(;al:i)tlh;mkers, entities in the world that corrgspoer. to ;htesz ;z::‘l,];
without the aid of properties conceived as the Dispositionalist ¢
erties. .
o (pirrzp;t emphasis will have to be placed'or'1 I(.zws of naturel?;intll?:tr):ﬁ:é tsl:lecs;z
not true law-statements but whatever it is in the worl ; —sta[er.nents.
statements true, the correspondents in thg wgrld of ilrue a:ilfésted ones
In the situation where a power or dispo;mon 1s actually [rlr::t [he.re is, there
is no problem. Put in an utterly schemz.mc way, ls]upgca):é . The objon
that links properties F&G with H (Fhat is, a laV\;]t ath v mOIécu]es .
that has the power or disposition is a.n‘ F (perhaps ha e
nized in a certain way), further con41t10n5 G are pre‘ser})1 ¢ r):O sriking in
suitable conditions), and H (shattering) occurs. H 1sT th e e e canes
the instantiation of the consequeflt of the law. dii(p))ns e ces
however, are those where the object is F but ccl:n 1b‘ec[ ha; and o
manifestation H, fail to obtain. We want to say t(lilat tcoenziiom o
position, power or potential to produce H un her O ropery that of in
Categoricalists, we do not want to say that ;{t ::(Sjer ;c)ondjdons o
et o be b nor\lx-/cx:iswﬁtv(;u:cc)oemnfbraci a somewhat deflationary
hat is to be done? We do ha embra ey
dozxt/rine of unmanifested powers and dlspos.m(:in; :Ve“:ZY;z:gmduce
situation to the Soft Dete(;mini.St in ;l::hf;f?r;lsﬂto ;;S::SS e he
hat deflationary doctrine o o
:(ijs(?:;::i,can in astronomy, who must produce.a somzw?;tint:flar: " }:Z
doctrine of what it is for the sun to rise. Deﬂatlo_nar}i'(i aomanc;ofdcgrcc'
contrasted with eliminativist ones. Ofcc_)urs_e. dcﬂatlol;l. .doarmc e
and too much deflation becomes elimination. But the efiomans. The
i to be advocated seems noF too de o
lfcs{ed' powel?lor:(c))whcrs of old were Eliminativists about unrclaa:]zcm
) ' H N e .
::):girill?:iles?'llhc v}:ew now to be advocafcd is to ; (;:Ig)r;; :\:;f;::m "
e e e Mega;ja?lllméa(r(t;:jaﬁa:)cf ‘rc(l)evant properties, say
ssession by

thewior;eeer(:yﬁ:t\;/};enz:d the relevant law or laws of n;ture, s:}y ;?e :::) t:)haet
wit}f the addition of G (and perhaps the absence of factors J, K,
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manifestat i

pam-lc z;:itlﬁn f]-fj will occur. We peed it to be empintcally possible that the

e c;u ha\‘/e the extra property, G (with J and K absent), which
W for the instantiation of the total cause. That Is to say, the false

supposition that the particular be G i iti
compatible with the laws of nature, S(and in o] e o e

by the practical attitude. When human beings plan, and it is a special feature
to take varjous empirical oes'b'l'énd do plan quiFe thoroughly, they have
very seriously. They h possibilities, many of which never become actual,
selves, to inage th;’" ‘"*thto fepresent the various possibilities to them-
them. If they do not dopall t}"?’s"“"d In general to invest mental energy in
lectual drive to think ah "Si N SC(‘”]S‘. t}."f‘y fack the emotional and intel-
Planning ¢ reify dis ’m't'ou(t ‘ ese p(?s?lblhtics eftectively. It helps in this
poison as hnving c‘if-v.t.ll """:]. p()SXIl?'I'F'(\S,‘ It helps to think ofthe undrunk
reflection cay only t.hi:lk“(:t'l:lg within it 4 death which philosophical
which the poison is s()mchow. :cil;::e:“ro‘” feah

In my ‘soft’ ace 3
T f))rll astcl:trte a;;ount of powers and dispositions much weight falls on the
s of - How should the Categoricalist think of them? In Chapter

yet an unreal death to

to be contingent. The
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here, a necessity linking ‘distinct existences’, it will be one whose neces-
sity can never become ‘transparent’, nor, indeed, would there seem any
way to give positive arguments for the necessity. It would be a truly ‘brute
necessity’, comparable to brute contingencies. 1t would be necessary, fur-
thermore, to qualify severely the natural Combinatorial approach to the
theory of metaphysical possibility. All of which seems to constitute at least
a strong case for taking the Categoricalist’s laws to be contingent.

Martin Tweedale (1984) has argued that unless laws are necessary they
would be unable to ‘sustain counterfactuals’, or, as we can also put it, laws
would be unable to explain the attribution of unmanifested powers and
dispositions. For myself, 1 think that strong but contingent laws can do the
Jjob. The Categoricalist account of such attributions given does not appear
to be too adversely affected by the laws involved not being necessary. (See
16.5.) But it is the way that Tweedale continues his argument which is of
present interest. He asks how it is possible that laws should be necessary,
and then suggests that this is only possible if the antecedent universal is dis~
positional. His idea, presumably, is that at that point the necessity becomes
transparent, obvious, and so intelligible. The moral is that Dispositionalists
should have necessary laws, but Categoricalists should have contingent
ones,

So in this section a defence of the Categoricalist position on properties
(and by implication, on relations) has been given. lt is clear, though, that
there is a certain intellectual pressure to accept a Dispositionalist account
of many properties, especially of vector properties. The matter is more
evenly balanced than once | would have thought. But it does seem that
the second difficulty proposed for Dispositionalism, the difficulty th:lit
potency is never able to translate itself into genuine act (non-potency), 1s
a more serious disadvantage than any facing Categoricalism.

$.7 THE TWO-SIDED THEORY

If the two previous sections are a fair account of the present state of play,
then it will be natural to wonder if there is a middle way or ways between
these theories of the nature of properties. One way to do this, as Ernest
Sosa pointed out to me, is to have a mixed theory wth both
Categoricalist and Dispositionalist properties. On this view, some laws of
nature would come out contingent, others necessary. In default of further
motivation, though, it seems unattractive to introduce laws with differ-

ent modalities.
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One importane middle way js argued for by C. B. Martin (1993). 1 orig-
inally read Evan Fales (1990, ch. 8) as taking the same line as Martin, but
he has informeq me that this is ap (excusable) misreading. So let us con-
centrate on Martin. Ip his ‘Power for realists’ Martin argues that every
Property has two ‘sides’ ¢ 1t, a categorical and 4 power side, both sides ulti-
mately rea] apng irreducible o each other. The great weakness of

In Martin theory,

has a categorical side, Furthermore, provided that the s,

powers.

This view seems clearly preferable to Dispositionalism and close

consideration of it is best left unti] chapter 1¢, when cause and faw have
been much more fully explored. In the nicanwhile I call attention to
one central problen,, What is the status of the connection between the
€ property and s dispositional ‘side’? Does the cat-
¢gorical side Necessitate the dispositional side, or is the connection con-
tingen only? If C, the Categorical side, is only contingently linked with P
the dispositiona] side, which in turn necessitates M, the manifestation
under suijtable conditions, then we appear to be back with laws that are
ﬁmdamental]y contingent. And they perhaps we can ¢y out the middle-
man P. But if ¢ necessitates P which, necessitates M (in suitable condi-
tions), then Presumably C necessitates M (with the same restrictions). But
then we seem to haye necessary connections between distinct categorical

Properties. And can this be? | 4 inclined, wich Hume, to set my face
against such connections,
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6.1 PROPERTIES AND RELATIONS

i osed to relations, are monadic universals, ‘t:;;,:;::,):
Pr:cr;::t:;fr,nzsna(;?f universal, as has been argued (4.3)-d 'll;hep ::;:mcs o
s . iadic, . . . n-adic.
civers all polyad.icv uninZSS::SfradZS?:;S;tatd}:gug}, no doubt a limiting c;;z
emerge a2 l.mutm-g c rtance. Being a universal become_s a dctermlna :
of quite particular m'lpod dic, . . . n-adic, universal as its determinates.
¥;th 'be:ng as:g;:;?lt(;at Zapar;iéular universal canhoﬂl)’ ha:;,;)’t’rzi-:r:li;lz
is in turn ‘ by the powe _
The latter c(.mc.]usioin:ls "slt:i?tll;&is;e:l:iz:;t?i i:ls diﬂz'rent instantiatr;);se.
. uni}’efsal 0 ld'emlc C;'l as is surrounded by. Such relations tak; a :‘:;;ued
Consider a relmoir; stlflleir different instantiations. (The_); haved :JZO o e
nun’rber o tler‘ms ~ Leonard and Goodman, 1940, p. 50 - 31;1 e
multlfgrade reanon 1976.) But it seems that they cannot be e
;Claﬂonst'l; sra\;lgzid diff'er in their essental n;mre~":1yd;:;§dca[ o
ecause the lation be stric _
instantations. H9w :(;u:i?szetrlg:);:rzlf rIedenricals worlld seem to io‘;‘;:g
4 two-term relauon: ; It the Pr}nciple of Instantial Invarranc( e
i We may call chis "695“ VID. I will not venture an analysis o xs;“d
Armstrong 197.8b' ?hbl ’ ‘S;cc.ond-class'relation (3.9) that rhe Su,r Louun cer_
rounded by But it wil ebaer of other particulars. The relation wi t:‘:la“
particular h:ls toa ?u;aln upon the spatial relations of the partic
vene, for the mos » upe
mvolved. relations that are ulr)]zv;:iljcd a posteriori and also, 1t wuul‘jI *cc',:l'
fts, of course, a matter tf:)'th-:r there really are rclatmnﬂunvcrsalls l,aw”:
itisa contingent métt,cr' vIVt : ight be, for mstance, that al) onte ”L'l‘( :'C"
a particular po‘ya.d'dw iv :;;lf are dyadic. Again, thinking of p:)}:l(]:r 1t
fundamental relatlonjun' Z‘of universals, one¢ might won&icr \)v :, s all
y nmmlybtll;'le ngon.:ﬁl;uf:;amcntal universals to be polyadic. Perhap
1s a2 possibi ty for

lations.
. cted out of re
-universals are constru

property-unive
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conﬁ'rmed, although no doubt not conclusively confirmed or disconfirmed
by scientific investigation, ,
. From A metaphysical point of view, the advantage of this hypothesis is
1t promise to solve the problem how one can come to know the intrin-
sic nature of things, a stick that Dispositionalists try to beat Categoricalists
with. The only inforniation thar we have about the nature of things
comes as a result of their action upon us. Scientitic investigation has, it
seems, entirely discredited the pleasant idea that this action takes the form
of 2 migration of the sensible species from the object to the perceiver. All
we c:au k'now of the world, cotmmentacor ;‘n"tcr conunentator s
bewailed, is iy structural features. This would not be so sad if particulars
gene.rallly had nothing but structural features and the basic particulars hél(’i
Ir)lro0 bllr;tmrl’n:; fz)a.;ulrjs at all. (For another suggestion for solving this

AThe disadvantage of the hypothesis is this very notion of a particular
without non—relatior.nal Properties. The basic particular would not be an

S ———————
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particular that has no nature, is a very strange conception. It is dubious
even as a mere possibility. We will assumne, then, that such an attempt to
construct properties out of relations does not succeed.

6.2 INTERNAL AND EXTERNAL RELATIONS

This distinction is one of the fairly substantial number of pillars of the
argument of this work, and has already received mention in 2.1 and at
other points. I have also discussed the distinction on previous occasions
(1978b, ch. 19, sec. IV, and 19892, ch. 3, sec. 2, in particular). We should
therefore try to avoid too much repetition. To summarize. An internal
relation is one where the existence of the terms entails the existence of the
relation. Given our definition of supervenience, it follows that the relation
supervenes on the existence of the terms. Using the picturesque exten-
sional model provided by possible worlds, in every world in which all the
terms exist, the relation holds between them. If, as [ further contend, what
supervenes is not something ontologically more than what it supervenes
upon, then, once given their terms, internal relations are not an addition
to the world’s furniture. External relations are those that are not internal,
and are therefore the ontologically important relations. It should not be
overlooked, however, that given this purely negative definition of ‘exter-
nal’, some external relations, on analysis, resolve into a mixture of inter-
nal and purely external components.

The distinction between internal and external relations is to be found
in Hume, Treatise, bk. 1, pt 1, sec. V, ‘Of Relations’ and pt 3, sec. I; Inquiry,
sec. IV, pt 1. (In the Enguiry he introduces the rather clumsy terminology
of ‘relations of ideas’ and ‘matters of fact’.) But the interesting thing about
his discussion is that he offers a taxonomy of relations which seems very
plausible (give or take a few details), yet classifies relations under just seven
heads. Four of them are species of relations of ideas, that is internal rela-
tions. These species are resemblance, gquantity and number, degrees of
quality and ‘contrariety’, which last is asserted by Hume to apply only to
the ideas of existence and non-existence. We should add to this hst iden-
tity and difference and what Donald Williams (1963} called the ‘partitive’
relations of overlap and part/whole. In 2.32 of the present work the par-
titive relations were argued to be relations of identity also, although Fhe
identity involved is partial only. The peculiar significance of the partitive

relations will emerge in the next section. _
[t is to be noted that for the relations on Hume's list of ‘relations of ideas
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to fall u iti i i
ot nier our de.ﬁnmon of internal relations, the particulars involved
' € taken as having their non-relational properties. Resemblances, for

abstract i i

o away from the properties of particulars, then almost no relations

et t;’en paancmilars ;re internal. What is needed is the thick as opposed to
tn particular, the particular with ; i i

_ ) 1ts non-relational pr

it. See 8.3, to come, properties tpon

The is sti i i

o Hmattir] is still more Interesting when it comes to the external rela-

Causa.ti i ereB ume .can.fmd only spatiotemporal relations, ‘identity’ and

s }r;l y ¥dent1ty in this context he is referring to the identity of

enu'ge::l .‘: ol:.>_]ects over tme, which he s very far from considering

]gsud exrne.tl .ex‘1lt1cy. (In the. terminology of this essay, derived from Joseph
1t 15 loose” identity. See 2.31. Hume calls it 2 ‘feigned’ identity.)

;-}113 nljatt;r, at least according to the current orthodox interpretation of
oun gi;]a :sfii(;;so ;o lr]egu.laf successipn. [ resist the reduction of causality
o eith.er : ,atiui it is a plausible 4 posteriori thesis that all external
If thepn o cith kp o efnporal or _causa]. '(See also Fales, 1990, ch. 10))
i ;ws' of nature that are irreducibly non-causal, then nomic
o I;ulto?t(:nzhlsv:,]j;]::m:a,l sort wjll be a further species of external rela-
o 2 ,,,i,"m‘ﬂm thv: t 1at rh.vf:y:duuuwfu/ laws are all causal, so that
s e i h;) : ..|s 1s not tallix‘mcd by the existence of laws,
foccher o s, . wc\jt I, we part trom l'jlumc by holding that there is one
R pecies o c‘xt}rnal relation. It will be argued in ch. 13 (following
ussell) that states of affairs, or facts, of totality are required to complete a

ti i .
on, holding between a suitable term, such as being an elephant and a

certain aggregate, i .
phants). ggregate, a certain mereological whole (the aggregate of the ele-

can be anal 1
have just n(}),::ii‘ (;;)nceptual]y or empirically, in terms of the other. As we
» flumeans, as the term is understood today, will seek to
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give an account of causality in terms of regular succession. They do require
universally quantified states of affairs, and these are actually totality states
of affairs. But, even conceding this, for Humeans causality is eliminated as
a fundamental species of relation. More attractive, I think, is the attempt
to give an account of some, o, just possibly but not very plausibly, all, spa-
tiotemporal relations in terms of causality. In particular the direction of
time — from the past to the future, a direction that has no parallel in the
case of space — may perhaps be analysed in causal terms.

But we are not limited to the attempt to give an account of spatiotem-
poral relations in terms of causal relations, or causal relations in terms of
spatiotemporal ones. It may be the case (epistemic ‘may’) that one or both
of these sorts of relation are constituted by still more fundamental relations,
picked out perhaps by theoretical terms in still to be developed theories.
The spatiotemporal relations (and, more generally, spacetime), rather than
causality, seem the natural candidates for such scientific analyses. If, among
the (external) relations that we are actually acquainted with, any is
ontologically fundamental, then I suspect it to be causality. Perhaps it really
is the cement of the universe. The relation between causality and laws of
nature remains to be spelt out in the final chapters of this essay.

6.3 THE TRUTHMAKERS FOR INTERNAL RELATIONS

The truthmakers for internal relations, it was argued, are nothing more
than the terms of the relation. An hypothesis is now advanced. In every
case of an internal relation, the relation is determined by nothing more than
the identity or the difference of these truthmakers. The identity may be mere
partial identity, which is, of course, at the same time mere partial difference.
Thus, consider resemblance. For those of us who accept universals, in
the simplest case this is a matter of the resembling particulars instantiating
the same, the identical, universal. The resemblance supervenes on these
states of affairs, and it seems easy to accept that the resemblance is no
ontological addition to the states of affairs themselves. ’
Things become more controversial where, say, two determinate
universals resemble by falling under the one determinable predicate. But
if no determinable universal corresponds to that predicate, then, we argued
in 4.13, the truthmaker for the resemblance is the partial identity of
the determinate universals. It was the difficulty of taking this line for
fundamental intensive quantities that led us, in 4.22, to cast doubt on the

existence of such quantities.
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What can be said at least, though, is that very many internal relations
are grounded on nothing more than the identity or difference of their
terms. A challenge may be issued to those who think that there are inter-
nal relations (as we have defined them) that are not so grounded. The chal-
lenge is to give an account of the truthmakers for these special internal
relations. Are necessary states of affairs required?

A challenge may also be issued to those who would substitute exactly
resembling tropes for identical universals. It is natural to take the tropes
involved as truthmakers for the truth that they resemble exactly. The exact
resemblance appears to Supervene on the tropes. But can it be an ontolog-
ically costless supervenience as it is in the case of universals? It does not
seem so. The tropes cannot be identical, they must be different. How,
then, do they support the exact resemblance in the special cases where
there is exact resemblance? I seems that ‘brute necessities’, untransparent
necessities, will have to be postulated in re.

6.4 TWO SORTS OF EXTERNAL RELATION

Dyadic relations may be either symmetrical, asymmetrical or non-
Symmietrical. Asymmetrical relations will be left aside here because, as will

be argued in chapter 9, there is reason to think that among the external
relations, which are the

ones to be taken seriously ontologically, none of
the relations in the true

states of atfairs are asynunetrical of necessity. This
leaves symmetrical and non-symmetrical external relations to cousider. It
appears that they are very different sorts of atfair.

We may begin by considering Grossmann’s claim (1983, sec. 67), fol-
lowing Russell in The Principles of Mathematics (1937 [1903], p. 97) that
every relation has a direction, (Russell calls it a sense.) The alleged fact that
Russell and Grossmann are pointing to is that, in the latter’s words: ‘A rela-
tion comes with a definite order among its places. Such an order is clearly

visible in the case of non-symmetrical relations. There is all the world of
difference between 4 loving &, and b loving a.

But it seems Wrong to say that every relation has a direction, at any rate

from the distinctly economjcal standpoint taken in this book, in particu-
lar given the contention that what supervenes is no increase of being. For
us, the state of affairs of g% being a mile from b supervenes upon b’ being a
mile from a and vice-versa, This commits us to saying, what philosophical
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i 1 egean
ways. And so for all relations that are symmetrical by necesAsclltyc.1 1;1 Fr'ni,the
terms, there is no order in the places for particulars provide o(; 1t ¢

, 1 i 1 sted to m
i i lation. David Lewis has sugge _
unsaturated entity that is the re ‘ :  fo me
that an appropriate symbolism for a necessarily symmetrical relatio
j i art.
predicate with a plural subject: they (a and b)l are a ml;e ;]pe o the usige
i i if a has a relation to b, )

It may be noted in passing that i : e
of logic)i/ans b automatically has the converse relation to a. There
increase of being here either. A i Bt non

So relations that are symmetrical by necessity lack dlrelcftlon.write nom
symmetrical relations do have a direction. Consider loves: b»\l/e el i;
then this formalism does not tell us who loves and who is edo‘\i'zv.es, inai_
to a degree concealed in ordinary language because the wor oves inde
cates that the name before the relation-word is to be tak;n as oty

int 1 Wi ) )
the lover. But to make the same point in a forma: sym}l:ot 1srrr1n e neec
i : ecomes clear that sy :
to subscript the blanks: _L_, It then b oo,
non-symmetrical relations are, ontologically, t\a\i'lo oo
o .
is i i e between these two s :

This is not the only differenc . : . e on

Consider a typical external and symmetric dyadic relation suchbl o i
sona -
mile distant from, a relation, moreover, thzft appears to l.>e rea ona’ z/dore. .
mental ontologically speaking. Contrast it with a relation su ' N
o as ~
will be argued in ch. 9 that this latter relation is not nezle?;:;irm); isycmmirw]alr
. . ;
rical. If time is linear, then it is asyrnmem.ca.l de facto an v
it 1s symimetrical de facto. But in its essence it is non—symT ety of
Is a quantity, and rr;ight even be thought of as a non;rc aa}j)t ofis e,
the stretch between its terms. But before ca.nnot be tl oubg ome e
ty. In general, the non-symmetrical relations seem to be,
erty. In g , A
put it, the more truly relacional relations. e caid about the ontol-
It is likely that there is much, much, more to be sted u this poine
inspirati aus .
1 n nspiration 1s €x _
ogy of relations, although my ow : h: o
ng-, the reasons mentioned in 1.2, relations, as distinct fi'omh clacion:
° ¢, their -
roperties, have come upon the scene very slo».v'ly. Asa r]esq , e e
(P:gy 1 not,a topic about which very many positive conciusion

reached.

6.5 RELATIONAL PROPERTIES

incti i ntologically but
There is a quite important distinction, not so 1@portant l:)e mad{zibemeen
important in the stating and discussing of many issues, to e e
lft' and relational properties. A relation is polyadic in n ,
relations
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between rw
o en 13 Or more tf?rms. We may confine ourselves here, for simplic-
S cl) ly, to relational properties associated with dyadic relations.
Suck tre angnai property is, on the surface, something monadic; it
¢ to a single particular. Thus, be; i ' :
: asi 2 » being a father is a relational
while fathering is a relation. g PP

A . . .
relational property of this sort is to be contrasted with a non-

:;ake; _only limite‘d use. This moves me to prefer, and use, the clumsier-
djsttlix; migShphrasci noxjn-relauonal pm[?erty’.) It is often very important to
‘ gu h non relational from relational properties in certain ontolog-
ical engulrles, for instance, in discussing the thesis or theses of the Identity
of Indlscer.nibles, the idea that sameness of all properties yields sameness
of the particulars having the Properties (see Armstrong, 1978a, ch. 9, sec.

property.
mei\n S:;,t:z : f;::::::j 1ist t‘,hjs. /(;:sﬁYve have noticed, both Greek and Scholastic
tried 6 a2 thry] i.1 1cul.t to fQCLIS upon relations, and constantly
propertios by i R.h:‘ 'o c‘lng of relfltl()lls to the possession of relational
e e | Y fhe e .'l (r(‘l.tc.rm?. I?.ut 1t seems that this assimilation is right
the exi Oﬁhc;r t ( .ltl‘nn%, Given (l?&l( such relations supervene upon
by the serms ¢ ’h:rms, glvcu, that is, that the relation i necessitated
o ofthe.t,erms (::k to think of such a relation as assiniilable to prop-
tions, becan op o en togethef). The only trouble is that internal rela-
showid oo O ir Supervenience, are not the sort of relations we
Cussing on in ontology. If this is correct, then the

GlCek/SC ] ree O 3
as d u
ll() astic error was b € p()ll a deg freal lnSlght SO bC com

with this Property superveni 0 and
pervenin ]
' X i : igsup n these two states of affairs. If R

Relations

also be, and often is, described as a property of a. It is not a universal
because it essentially involves the particular b. But it does, or may, have one
of the important properties of a universal. It is ‘predicable of many’. If R
is a universal, the relational property is even strictly identical in its various
‘instantiations’. Yet it supervenes upon any state of affairs where something
has R to b. We can call it an impure relational property.

A relational property that is usually of special unimportance ontolog-
ically is one ‘generated’ by an intemal relation. (For instance, 4 having the
relational property of being greater than 3.) This is to be expected if inter-
nal relations are not anything over and above their terms. A sort of double
supervenience occurs. The relational property supervenes upon the
holding of the internal relation, and the internal relation supervenes upon
its terms.

A useful bit of terminology has been introduced by Andrew Newman
(1992, p. 197). He speaks of a relational property of something as a monadic
reduction of that thing’s relation to something further. We shall follow his
usage from time to time. It is especially useful in cases where it is contro-
versial whether we are dealing with a genuine property, or merely a rela-
tion to something further. Newman thinks that the force exerted by a body
is a monadic reduction of its causal relation to the effect of the force. True
force, he holds, is the force-relation. We have, in effect, disagreed with
him, arguing in 5.5 and 5.6 that the force is a property of the force-exert-

ing body, though a property either semantically picked out via its poten-
tial effects (Categoricalism) or even essentially linked to such effects
(Dispositionalism). But that dispute about the facts does not make the ter-

minology any the less useful.

6.6 THE EPISTEMOLOGY OF RELATIONS

We have noted the ontological confusion about relations to be found in
the whole Western philosophical tradition until quite recently. Indeed, it
was suggested that this confusion was responsible for the tardy emergence
of Factualist ontologies. A natural result of this ontological confusion was
that the epistemology of relations fell into confusion also. In particular, 1t
proved difficult for philosophers to acknowledge that relations are as
directly perceived as qualities.

But with the ontological mistake corrected, the epistemology can be
corrected also. William James was the pioneer, as | learnt from jo'hn
Anderson in my undergraduate days. In Essays Il and 111 of his Radical
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am 1 i
James argued that relations are given in experi- 7

ty is direcr]y experienced and we shall follow him in this Part iC 74 la s

7.1 TRYING TO DISPENSE WITH PARTICULARS

We are attempting to develop a theory of states of affairs, to be followed
up by arguing that states of affairs are all there is to reality. States of affairs,
we said, involve properties and relations, properties and relations which are
universals rather than particulars (tropes). We now turn our attention to
the particulars which instantiate these universals.

The question that immediately arises is whether we really need to rec-
ognize an independent category of particularity. May it not be possible to
give an account of particulars in terms of properties and relations alone?
Various intellectual motives may drive such a strategy. First, there are the
epistemological difficulties thought to be involved in postulating particu-
lars which are surplus to their properties and relations. The properties and
the relations can be known. The bearer of properties and relations, it is
alleged, cannot be known. Why then postulate a bearer? Second, the
postulation of bearcrs appears to lack ontological as well as epistemic
economy. Once we have admitted properties into our ontology, we pre-
sumably have the bundle of a particular’s properties. Why have a bearer in
addition? The postulation of a bearer of universals may be thought to be
uneconomical in special degree, because a Dualism of particulars and uni-
versals has been introduced at the bottom of reality. For some or all of these
reasons it may be thought better to construe particulars as bundles of prop-

erties,

7.11 Epistemological difficulties about particulars

We begin by replying to the epistemological difficulty. It seems plausible
to say that the particularity of particulars is actually given in experience.
What we need to do here is to look at perception, considering it as an
event in the mind. So taken, perception is always perception that some-
thing is the case. Perception need not always be veridical, and whether
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v
c(e)ndilfiil ofr nolt,. the content of t'he perFeption may be overruled by higher
ofgll rc: t'acu uecsl so that th'e.rc is no simple relation between the content
" n[iethir;: 1<i)snt:;1n the acquiring o.f Peliefs. But the content is always that
- ﬁogrgl e ¢ case. It 1s p.roposmonal. {(And as a Direct Realist about
aﬁ‘airspextem; a:?t}tl};a;;v}:;t is putati.vely percei.vcd is always some state of
I . nd.) .O}‘IC might call this a propositional account of
B , Krow ed that this is not taken to suggest any link with lan-
accou.m 0;‘ rmstrong, 1968, ch. 10.) One could also call it a states of affairs
 of perception although the states of affairs need not exist and the
prop’emes an.d relations involved are pretty much certain to be ‘“second-
class properties and relations, that is to say, not universals. (See 3.9 for th
on;)loglcally second-class citizens.) . e
Oppocz';vd’cfzrr\siiet:ntcte tcontent _Of a perception. Basic perceptions (as
e would seem t, c: li‘)(erc}elptlons o‘f ab.sences, which are more sophis-
) wou e o take the ff)rm Thls has certain properties’ and/or
s e rtain relaFlons to that. In a visual case it may be a matter of an
tiojn L }::rgt:; ic:rtzu{lv ﬁ;alpe and colour and having a certain spatial rela-
A pari;isc.u] ill it not be natur.al to take the ‘this’ and the ‘that’
o relerring to ars, Pamculars which are not wholly constituted by
; p Pcmes and relations? If so, then it can be claimed that the
partlcul.anty of particulars, the fact that they are not exhausted by their
pr(;&c.'rtlc? and rcl'ations, is part of the content of perception ‘ ’
duimlzt;l:;]: Z?l?;:dl:ﬁl:s c;\sy ﬁcrc. a?\d must be guarded against. Itis not being
o perccption p.l :g " :) fnuf.lphysncs can be settled by a propositional theory
e e mu,Ch V[‘)ler;nctl())r);‘ phcn()mcr'l()logical inspection. The claim
e bt it o ot Obv; uer.h er al;;ps thg point can best be put cautiously by
e ertios and reltions Bs t .z;t. , that is given to us in perception is mere
D el mea - But if it is not opvmus, what is the standing of the
Pl el lr->geu tﬁ:t against 1rreduc1b’le particularity? The argument
properties and relagtionsquem()n lj’Y Llich from the beginning o
e besged im i are perceived. If it is conceded that the question is
et The quen ;\:y, hthe;‘n the e[)'lstex'{lological argument is surely
e dneseer whether there is or is not irreducible particularity
es a matter to be settled on ontological grounds.

7.12 Ontological critique of bundle theories

What then .
o matteroi fthe more. serious, because ontological, arguments? Here it
assembling a profit-and-loss account and arguing that,
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although it is true that there is a certain lack of economy in accepting the
irreducibility of particularity, this disadvantage is quite outweighed by
some of the consequences of adopting the reductionist or bundle position.
Embracing a bundle position involves substituting a fundamental rela-
tion between properties — often spoken of as compresence = as a substitute
for the fundamental tie between particular and property. These properties
that go to make up a particular on this bundle theory are, presumably, all
and only the non-relational properties of the particular in question. If the
truthmaker argument for states of affairs succeeds for a metaphysics that
recognizes particulars and universals, as will be argued in detail in the next
chapter, then it would seem that bundle theories should also recognize
states of affairs, states of affairs that weld constituents of the bundle
together. These states of affairs, however, have laws of composition that
are somewhat different from the particular/ universal theory. (Particular/
attribute is asymmetrical, compresence of attributes is symmetrical.)
External relations berween different bundles, that is, ordinary external
relations between ordinary particulars, will come out as relations between
bundles, that is, as states of affairs. The bundles will be bundlings of prop-
erties, and so will also be states of affairs. As a result, the relations between
these bundles will be states of affairs involving relations between states of

affairs. The latter case 1s not all that different from our own states of affairs

involving relations, although in our theory higher-order states of affairs are

not required for the analysis of the holding of first-order relations. (A

minor lack of economy in the bundle theory)

A bundle theorist must choose between making the constituents of the
bundles universals or particulars, that is, repeatable or non-repeatable
properties. Choosing universals makes the task very difficult. In order to
see this, first consider the position of a bundle theorist who works with
non-repeatable properties, that is, with tropes. For that sort of bundle

theory, each ordinary particular such as a stone s 2 bundle of non-repeat-

able entities. The compresence relation is symmetrical. and, it is plausible
ars may ()VCrlaP or be propcr

to say, transitive. Different ordinary particul

parts of each other. But it seems that the tropes that, on this theory, make
up the ordinary particular will be tropes of that particular alone. Af aresult,
the bundling relation that holds between the non-repeatable entitics that

constitute a single stone of whatever will, as it were, keep all the bundled

items in the same place.
By contrast, universals are
the bundles of universals that

identical in their different instantiations, SO
constitute different ordinary particulars will

97



———eeeeesseeE—

A world of states of affairs

overll;;p wherever Athe particulars have a common property. Such overlap
\;llc;u thflot maFter if the the.ory cqntained, as a distinct but linked constitu-
» thin particulars that instantiated these overlapping universals. Such
part?culars would secure the numerical difference of things. But th.e onl
particulars that a bundle of universals theory can counten‘ance are one);
constructed from the universals.
i ﬂicr::ci;:,n forclon:;(;:alnce, that on this .bundles-of—universals theory two
ey would bfsthe Samnolz be exactly a.llke. For if they were exactly alike,
et T theory o E u:d.le of universals and so would not be differ-
o therefore pronounce what at least seemns to be a dis-
umveyrsa] i rarly ban on such likeness. (Unless, indeed, the one bundle of
uvers nsl;:z)};l rc:l::vti twglnumericaﬂy diﬂ”ere.nt bundling-relations.) But
chere s mu ofcome rouble than this. The principal problem is given by
o Compresenlz:::e}r:ce. Each property of a particular will, by defini-
o o of e erl:i every other property of that particular. Suppose
s b eopertis g :mzs :{re Fand G. .But suppose that another partic-
Lo o properties © L, when? H is a property that the first partic-
e Soeh s a un.lvers‘al', it is the very same property in both
pat compr.cqcncce:ln: entity G is compresent with both F and H, and
e o T.his mc;ﬂ: t1}(1)n, ;lthough synunetrical, turns out to be not
ransieve. 1 a;l neans ¢ ‘att ‘or thcf bundlcv of ur}iversals theory, compres-
o bctwcc"qr aiu?cf relation, as it is for the buudling relation
e Doy "mp ()sfit;ﬁa that are p.’ll’thU!(lfS. Without an cquivalence
ovcrhp};mg k.mndlc;')(;;nc"t(\) divide tl‘\c ticld of universals into non-
oeraphing o \ How is such a relation to be specitied? Russell made
an ac (1566( ;.s;secn in his 1948, pt 4, ch. 8), which Goodinan showed
ol (0 d‘éﬂ . l).. GOOfiman in turn suggested a repair which, however,
y have difficulties of its own (1966, 6.4 & 6.5). But the discussion will
not be taken further here. See Armstrong, 1978a, ch ;
Shaprer 4 g , chapter 9; and 1989a,
N e(()):;eb :;fgi?f: 1:md relz‘ations are taken to be particulars, a bundle
bomdle theory. then f;:tt guxte am'acnve.‘ Contrariwise, if one chooses a
e heen ,be Partic[ﬂls a strl:mg motive for taking the constituents of
noted carefully, as it has zlrrse:;y Zre::“:‘ utnzlversglsi;.; t S}IIOUId e e o
o . oted at 3.23, that it is possible to
o :;l::tx:z :t Z::l::;an;? at;nbute account of particulars while hc}))lding that
e s expliciy [}:erkicvu ars. This was probably the view of Locke, and the
g 1s expliciy hel in our own day by C.B. Martin. (See his ‘Substance
) ) It is arguably a superior view to the more usual

98

Particulars

‘bundle of particular attributes’. At any rate, it is for the present author the
position one should fall back to if universals have to be given up.

For there is a fundamental difficulty with all bundle theories. It is that
properties and relations, whether universals or particulars, seem not suit-
able to be the ultimate constituents of reality. If they are the ultimate
constituents, then, it appears, completely different (non—overlapping)
properties and relations will be ‘distinct existences’ in Hume’s sense of the
phrase: entities logically capable of independent existence. But are prop-

erties and relations really capable of independent existence? Can a certain

determinate mass, for instance, whether the universal of that mass or the
logical independence of any-

trope mass of this particular body, exist in
thing else? It hardly seems so. The case against the possibility of inde-
pendent existence for relations seems even Stronger. If one thinks of
properties as ways things are and relations as ways things stand to each other,
3.6, one has a particularly strong motive for

as already argued in chapter
h independent existence. How can ways exist

denying the possibility of suc
by themselves, whether universals or particulars?

The alternative is to argue that ways are, after all, distinct existences, but
to permit relations of necessity, full metaphysical necessity, to hold
between such distinct existences. The properties and relations come
accompanied by others or they do not come at all. A certain amount of

bundling (how much?) is necessitated. There seems tO be no conclusive

argument against such a position. But it would, for instance, require
tractive theory of what

considerable qualification of an independemly at
possibilities there are: the Combinatorial theory of possibility.

At any rate, in this work it will be taken that particularity cannot be
accounted for in terms of the properties and/or relations of particulars,
whether these properties and relations be universals or particulars.

7.2 TEMPORAL PARTS
7.21 Arguments for temporal parts

There may be particulars that occupy no more than a sp;mal point. But
whether or not there are such particulars, there certainly arc particulars
that have spatial parts. Where spatial parts of particulars are non-overlap-

ping, the parts in question are wholly mereologically disinct p.amcul_ars,
although they may be nomically bound together. (They may instantiate
the very same universals. But they can be wholly disunct existences in the
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I:trl:-;ar;\ ;::e ::zie“ Is p(;)SSible f.or either to exist in the absence of the
ot Bue “:hether may be particulars that exist for no more than an
armicalars that exis ;)r notlthere are such particulars, there certainly are
barts which, if non*o(:; al tm?e. Do suc.h particulars have temporal parts,
Here, tempc;ral parts wmf sPng, sonstltute wholly distinct particulars?
There is, or perh n]e argued for. .
setile this q,uestipon :P% only was, a rather disgraceful tendency to try
; 1 against temporal parts by doing no more than appeal-
ing to the authority of ordinary thought and language. ‘He’s the very same
rp;leerls-eon as the one we saw yesterday, isn’t he? So we are seeing hir;?’ not a
o ti‘:f:ﬁ::l rsali: ;f him. Some pbilosophers who have used this argu-
Knépfelmacher) wergu age spoken in a plonking tone of voice’ — F
cettled in this all (ooe aware that other metaphysical issues cannot be
cloud judgment. It m:%z vry. But the ph.r ase ‘the very same’ seems (©
who ca o th;: o e}; ; elpful to f:on51der the proverbial blind men
e very same cleghane Yep 1ant from different directions. All had hold of
hod bt of T o u Et :)t was different parts of the elephant that they
ot ooasions Zreq; ally be t}lllat when we sce the same person on differ-
(ontology) and sect seeing wholly distinct temporal parts of that person
An ilﬁw md seeing the very same person (ordinary discourse).
tion mac‘il:lzi?aztl;f :;zvo{ putting the pmblem is in terms of the distinc-
el ;hcn o fen strict and loose 1(.ientity. If this distinction Is
the very s:um,: emity at Liri‘fwe ha\.zc what ordymry discourse speaks of as
this identity is strict oF lu L‘rcnt tintes, there is st_lll the question whether
corict is to deny tempo Zlosa. It seems that to maintain that the identity is
loose is to uphold tefn T 1?;3"5 in these cases; to maintain the identity is
Consider now a Mo par ;
from all its Pmpertiers)al;\lftuttlr’ ﬂot' a particular considered in abstraction
properties. (This is th,e thick . Pa-rtlcular taken along with its non-relational
changes over time. Considcrp::vtcl)ct]'lan Sec 8.3, Let it be a particuar that
has incompatible non-relational r;m::;'tl a;d o 'h‘Ch the parth_Ular
cold at another. 1t seems that th D eale erhaps it s hot 2 one Flmt‘.
tical with the particular at ¢ Te particular at 4, cannot be (strictly) iden-
two different temporal s f e ddenrley - be loose only, 2 marter of
same thing have iicomparilo the one particular. For how can strictly the
Consider by wav. of patible Pmperges?
erties of SUChYamr};‘SO ncontrast a classxgl atom. The non-relational prop-
change is a ne ever change Whl!e the atom exists. Such lack of
cessary (though not sufficient) condition for strict identity
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over time. 1 think that classical atomists thought of their atoms. so far as
they thought about the matter, as strictly identical over ume. | think ther
position was coherent.

But, it will be objected, what about the relational properties of the atom?
Will not the atom be at one distance from another atom at one time, but
at a different, incompatible, distance at another time? And how can that
be if the parallel argument from incompatible non-relational properties is
the cases are different. The classical atomist can

sound? In fact, however,
all times and has to 1ts

maintain that the atom is strictly identical at
environment all the relations that it enters into while it exists. (It 1s impor-
tant here that the negations of relations are not relations.)

The case of universals is helpful here. A universal is exactly the same, it

cannot be different, in its different instantiations. Each instantiation 1s

differently environed. That, I take it, is not a difficulty for the existence of
universals. The universal has all these environments. In exactly the same
way, the classical atom, strictly identical at all times, has all its environ-

ments.
though, demand temporal parts (see also my

Changing particulars, '
1980). The same position has been upheld by David Lewis (1986,
intrinsics, tem-

pp. 202—4 and 210). He calls it the problem of temporary 1
porary non-relational properties as 1 would put it. Peter van Inwagen in
an article ‘Four-Dimensional Objects’ (1990) discusses Lewis’s argument,
appreciates the problem, but still wishes to defend the rejection of tem-
poral parts for a wide class of changing particulars. Taking the particular
case of the philosopher Descartes, who he thinks like other human beings
and animals to be strictly identical through time, he says that when we say
Descartes was hungry at {;°

that this object bore the relation having to the

we are saying either (take your pick) _
or else that it bore the nme-indexed relation

time-indexed property hunger-at-f,
having-at-1, to hunger.
g-at-l, ger 247,

What van Inwagen is doing is adjusung the theory of propertics, 1 one

case, or adjusting the theory of the connection berween things and thar
properties, in the other, with the object of evading the Lewrs argument.
Jent” Whether

Does ‘take your pick’ mean that the two theories are cquiva
it does or not is perhaps not so important, becaus¢ the fundamcm.ﬂ adjust-
ment seems the same in both cases. In each case it is said that Descartes
does no more than bear a relation, an external relation as 1 suppose. © tbe
properties. So, | take it, van Inwagen's position entails that the propertes
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I}iie n::etftt_ded?estcartes being. He seems to be saying, therefore, that Descartes
orhera,. :1 ru'e Desca.rtes, Qoes not change intrinsically, nor does any
orher itm(;n }.]lt Is a possible view, perhaps, but I see no reason to adopt it.

» ON the contrary, that Descartes himself changes, and so I conclude

that Descartes has temporal parts. ’
exri]:te:h::}z;;:a?:;r:ady beeln sai.d about l.oose identity in 2.31 we will
cempor] e SUChea;c?nab y sah.ent relation that will sort the different
roughly e, (1) Jects as animals and stones into what are at least
e o ¢ classes. Pr.obably these approximate equivalence
Classes ould not be identified with the objects, but the aggregates or fusions
idendﬁre ?;n}ilbers (the mcreologic.:al sums of their members) can be so
o © 1€ exact nature of this equivalence relation we have still to
1scuss (see 7.23).
alefltclz élcrllazzgstlzx}l)z?titf(?r an ;lCCO.unt ofidentity over time in terms of equiv-
i g s that i is r;a t())hr imagined cases of fission and fusion, split-
e Coale injt:- objects, that mfake us particularly uncertain
e oriims thii’, e ing contmu.es to exist after its division, or whether
oy o il o £ continue to exist after they have fused together. All
o g?lmous puzzle cases have been proposed. But it is just in such
pnvrticm;lrsrihz\;a:;i:::d S;Tller_lt equivalence classes are difficult to find, If
oy o over time are cut 'ofr from cach other, then it is
e th;.r(. ‘;;;i :’e‘mp](')fnl p;lrt§ fall into classes that do not overlap,
these elames. Ty o :l s’l lf.ll)t cquivalence rcla'n'ons which produce just
equivalemen. chn et )u r.( 1s overlap, as there is with Hssion and fusion,
cunal become.ai;ﬁcu;: mcda Problcm.. That it would in these circum-
demting o b st e to ecld.e questions of identity over time, a loose
dentit 1 3yt beer cargued, s exactly w}.)at 1s to be predicted if loose
o .common membership of a relevant equivalence
Van

bora p:::if}t:inc :(})]isti?;i 4 consequence of accepting a doctrine of tem-
If a thing that exists over tjr;lna)" e some embarrassmem ot upho
€15 2 sum of its temporal parts, in the same

larly brought up in co : . however, that this is a point that is regu-
a bundle or collecti reon w1th any theory that identifies a thing with
on of its constituents. Van Inwagen himself remarks
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that the situation can be dealt with if we are prepared to enibrace the view
that possible Xs may be mere counterparts of actual Xs. He remarks
further that this need not involve accepting a full-blown ontology of
counterparts such as that of David Lewis. For us, given the distinction
between strict and loose identity, there is the possibility of treating
counterparts as the ‘same’ as the actual thing that they are counterparts of,
but the same in a loose sense only. We will come back to this when we
come to discuss the theory of modality. See 10.42.

7.22 Things that have duration yet do not change

We have seen that the argument to temporal parts from non-relational
change fails for things whose non-relational nature does not change. Such
objects may have temporal parts but it would seem possible to hold that
they are strictly identical, strictly the same, objects during the time that
they do not change.

I have already suggested that classical atoms were thought of as strictly
identical in this way. Bishop Butler was contrasting such atoms with the
gradually changing conglomerations of such atoms that he thought con-
stituted 2 human body existing over time. The latter was loose identity,
and if, as | have suggested, loose identity is a matter of approximate equiv-
alence classes under a salient equivalence relation, then one can see that
the succession of such conglomerations would be an equivalence class
under a salient equivalence relation. (Allowing that the anglysis of this
apprehended relation may still be a tricky and controversial matter.)

The classical atomic theory is scientifically dead. But it may still be that
physics will wish once again to postulate unchanging constituents (perhaps
of more than one species) at the bottom of the universe. Such particulars
could be taken to have strict identity over time. But it may also be that all
particulars are subject to internal change, and so that any particular exist-
ing for a time lacks strict identity over time.

David Lewis, however, has a further argument that would, if good, be
very damaging to the hypothesis (which we have here entertamed specu-
latively only) that our world of change contams a plurality of pamcula—rs
that are strictly identical for the whole time that they exist (1986b, p. 205.
n. 6). It is a re-use of the argument from change. Consider two Newtontan
atoms that have strict identity over time. It would not be possible, Lew1s
argues in effect, for them to have, say, different distances at different times.
Assuming that distance is ontologically a two-place relation, then the two
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ato
timI:sS :;:’:;:’]; }:Na;’“ecilo tl}),e ﬂtbth; very same dis'tance from each other at all
Lewis calls this th ¢y bot e).ust. Yet this conclusion seems absurd.
i is the problem of accidental external relations.
Lewise(jl;l:ctt?ac:r:}ilrexdr:etaShYSICS of State's of affairs (to which, of conrse,
We st distingich Een ent grounds) is able to deal with this problem.
abstraction from an ctween the Wbole formed by the two atoms in
‘larger’ whole formez]i b(ex;lemal) relations hat they may have, and e
tioms celate th y the two aFoms related by whatever external rela-
Pt G;m (where these relations are ones that involve the two atoms
nothing ;:iree SeI; .e ;Ir'lhe ﬁrs}t1 .Of these two wholes is a mereological one, and
tdontical. and ;herefogrenot 1;1g b‘ut thelmere.ological sum of two strictly
by annihilation of part Ugc ar}:gmg, things, it itself cannot change except
ceession of StatesPOfS.E ut the se.cond whole is something more. It is a
have o theie e a a}llrs, atomic or molecular states of affairs which
that hold just bemeenntt; the two atoms p.lus the genuinely dyadic relations
(iom of baing vo the to em at dxffere'm times. Those relations are an addi-
temporal par 0 atoms. T‘hls'seco.nd whole is an object that has
parts, and hence lacks strict identity over time. Granted states of

affairs then the st 1 y 1 i 1 g‘i g

y > rlctl 1dent1ca] thln can Cha[l (4 tlleil [elatious 0
. . "

tinie Wl[hOU[ paradox.

7.23 F > parti ifi ]
3 How are particulars unified over time?

:,l:n :h; ;;, ::; p:r\]';lci;xl;ars th‘nt} cl\uxl)!:t‘ ‘imcr'nnlly. even it just by rearrange-
ontior Acce,ptm térc:ms tlmt their identity over time can only be loose
idendty. Accep thg art‘porla parts, for these cases at least, we can go on
it s togati ptheliu ar equivalence relation, the principle of unity,
iman bedy A oo ehmporal‘ parts of a physical thing: a stone or a
puman Doy, Anans hli that has in recent .tlmes commanded assent from
ome o et a:jjomgin y, a matter of spatiotemporal continuity plus the
pesembance o exmmioi :ﬁ)mons of the spacetime line. This answer may
e more or less extensh z correct, but there are difficulties in taking it
oo came. The oo ce of continued existence in the light of the fol-
owing cases. es may not be actual, but they seem to involve no
First, 1 i i

in potic :1 :t;er:\s; i:si;l;::rthat things shpuld exist intermittently. Consider,
ool s ey slons Coe a person disappears at a certain time and after
e ot the same ) Enterpart of the person appears (it may not even

and shows every other sign of being that person. Even

104

Particulars

rts are as it were missing, it does not seem that

though certain temporal pa
Jving contra-

we would automatically rule out a claim of identity as invo
diction. Intermittent existence seetns possible. If so, then spatiotemporal
continuity is not an essential necessary condition for identity (loose iden-
tity) across time.

It is true, of course, that we could have puzzle cases where not just one
but two internally indiscernible counterparts appeared simultaneously. In
such a situation, we might be unable to give any clear answer to the ques-
tion which of these counterparts was (loosely) identical with the original
object. But that is one of the cases where, as has been indicated in 7.21, it

may not be possible to construct the required equivalence classes.

Second, spatiotemporal continuity seems not to be an essential suffi-
cient condition for cross-temporal identity. Apparently possible cases have
been suggested by Shoemaker (1979), Lewis (1983a, 1986b, ch. 4) and
myself (1980), where an object is annihilated at a certain place and time,
and another object just like it is created at the very same place and time sO
that spatiotemporal continuity 1s preserved, Provided that there 1s no
connection between the annihilation and the creation, provided, that 1s,
that the whole affair is an accident, we seem to have, not continuity of
existence, but replacement of one thing by another.

What does seem to be essential is that there should be a causal, or at ény
rate nomic, relation between past and future temporal parts. A continuing
thing must grow out of its past. This view is to be found in Hume antd in
Russell’s neglected late work, Human Knowledge (1948), where a continu-
ing thing is described as a series of events forming a causal line (pt VI.. ch.
V). It is clear that not any sort of causal line will do. Russell himself thinks
of it as a more or less self-determined process (immanent as opposed 10
which may be regarded as the persistence of something
hat it is, in a sense, an extension of
Newton’s First Law of Motion. We can think of it as a temporal part ofa
thing bringing about, causing, a later part of the thing.

What it seems can be added with advantage, and was perhaps ntended
by Russell, is that the causal line be information preserving. Perhaps this can
be spelt out by using David Lewis's notion of counterfactual dependencc (sc¢

Lewis, 1986¢, pps. 164-5). Consider sonie ordinary physical object such
lex mass or structure of much smaller
jeself a causal line. projecung wself
ining the various relations that

fellows. Just what the nature

transeunt causality)
— a thing replacing itself. He says t

as a stone or a tree. It 1s a comp
objects. Each of these smaller objects 15
into the future, while more of less maintai
it has to its fellows, in particular to its nearest
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ll:a:;te}:xes tcgl:;ael il;‘;gio}ec'ied.by the constituent objects depends on what
R stituent object both as a result of action upon the object
mas; . as d[i):{rts 1tself,. the effect of the interaction of these parts. A vast
they are Ca::\edt::)r;::isi :nll have to be'true of these constituent objects. If
natuse, if acted upon on; way, the l{ne of their future will have a certain
ent. In this way I;he 2s‘tn other way their fufure wiﬂ be systemarically differ-
what has happened o .c:n'e 0; the tree reflects in its current constitution
be informatien-oeese nx, tin the past. And so Fhe causal line may be said to
one might have thoughltngajsusz,::z much information is preserved that
covering for us every day. £ r ever, contemporary science is dis-
Cor\zz n:il:: off course, as already argued at 5 .1, be prepared to adopt a wide
o p‘?l t o (ciausatlon. The continued existence of things that have tem-
ity thz}:t ESS:;CE : rfl((::n c;r ni‘ed not necessarily, involve the interactive causal-
law ensures interacti v ehre there are foces operating. (Newtons Third
R ::n wherever force.s operate.) Again, causation has
cnorgy fn mere Cominzzgér o_f energ); (Fair, 1979). Where is the transfer of
e e e.x1stence. Perhaps, however, if continued exis-
e o lflf;e‘slswn of t'e.mporal parts then we do have a form
o 1t b clear thar tllj:.c, e .tran.sfcr is a Frallsfjcr. from earlier to later. Even
ordinary Cm““-liw tlm:lhlsatulm m.volved isa different sort of thing troni the
phrase ‘imn;'nwm : “"V(} ves interaction. That is recognized when the
Provided we '1rc tllil:l:'lls‘:t'lml N Im.mdUWd' How ditferent a thing?
is. the ditﬂ-rc;wc ) m,(“lb “‘. terms of temporal parts, as Russell obviously
by something, a sﬁcccsssi(: :" ?‘I great. In cach case something is succeeded
by 2 law. lfm;e re.ect; n of a regular sort, and so presumably governed
regular succession’)hold:;ln account of ordinary causality in terms of mere
the one 3dVOCate(,i o th;lg out instead for a l‘strong’ theory of laws such as
Gfforencs bomee s Vt:'f)rk, then the difference is no more than the
succession. If one thinks t(;l ln.lmane.nt succession and laws of transeunt
of bringing into bein s that in ordinary causation there is a production
o hold thas eardier tei n Solme strong s.ense, then it would seem natural
later temporal parts of t}s)ora parts of things produce or bring into being
given taporsy parm, 1 e same thing in just the same sense. It seems that,
ke to be diffcront S, en.lmanfent a-nd transeunt causation are naturally
docs there see . pecies o relat¥on falling under the same genus. Nor
m to be anything particularly paradoxical about this conclu-

y g l
s1on anytlml tllat wou d glVC occasion fol a mOd“S to“(mS d“ec{ed 383‘"5
the ldCa of immanent causation.
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exist for a period of ume (particulars taken along
with their non-relational properties), the doctrine of temporal parts 1s
accepted. (A reservation is made for the case, at least a thinkable ane, of

sort that do not and cannot suffer internal change.) Perhaps
ts, and of these

So for particulars that

atoms of some
temporal parts divide in the end into instantaneous par
instantaneous parts there may be just a finite number or else there may be
some infinite number. Or there may be no ultimate parts at all, with divi-
sion ad infinitum. But I suggest that this question of parts, like the question
of the ultimate structure of space, is not one for philosophers to dogma-
tize over. If it can be settled at all, it will be settled by physics and/or cos-

mology.

7.3 THE NATURE OF PARTICULARITY

The position being taken is that the particularity of particulars is not to be
accounted for in terms of universals, of, indeed, 1n terms of properties
taken as particulars. It is an irreducible feature of particulars, distinct from
their properties. How can we characterize it further?

A technique that 1 found useful in earlier work (1989b, ch. 4, sec. 2) 15

to begin the discussion with quite small and simple worlds, where differ-
ent positions (though not necessarily the grounds for deciding between
these positions) emerge with greater clarity. Consider, then, a world con-
taining just two simple individuals, a and b, with the first having just the
one simple property F and the second having just the one simple property

G. For the Factualist, that world is like this:

(1) Fa & Gb.

The conjuncts are states of affairs. Because the constituents ar¢ all simple,

with the particulars lacking any spatial, temporal or other sort of part, and
the universals lacking any constituent unijversals, there are only the two
first-order states of affairs. We do, | believe, and will later argue, require a
higher-order state of affairs: that these are the torality of lower-order states
of affairs. But that is not of present importance, and we can letitbe shown,
as opposed to its being said, by the absence of any further symbols for states
of affairs in formula (1). If it is thought (as 1 do not think) that the mere
conjunction of two monadic states of affairs involving distinct atomic par-
diculars will have the effect of dividing this world into two different worlds,
then we can add a further state of affairs, Rab, with R simple and sym-=

metrical. Again, the matter is not of importance here.
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Now consider the world:

(2) Ga & Fb.

il;:] (;ll(l;;ug:dt-(f)f be cc:nsidered is whether world (1) is the same world as
wor verb;n dr ﬁferent. fIn my 1?89!:) I argued that all we have here are just
e o dSy lr ;re(r;t r)rmularrons to which no ontological distinction
Correspon (;neca ;1: this position anti-haecceitist. A haecceitist was thus
Catms ot hw o llolds that the two worlds are genuinely different.
carnap would ave‘sard that we have here two state-descriptions but only
oo s er— e;cr}llptlon: a world of two simple objects, one having the
e vf;as pt hatty l,lt N oth.er havmg rhe simple property G. My position in
cloce was the 1dent1ty~c<?ndruon for worlds was: having the same
ure-description. Or, putting it another way: indiscernible worlds are
the very same world.
wrl(?:cus}slloln with Michael Tooley has made me think that I made the
! .g choice here. I have never had any objection to indiscernibility
within worlds. If we consider the world:

(3) Fa & Fb

;l:rf)e ldknr)w .of no argurllcnt against such a world, although a and b are
Indis:c:'nilt;llgzs(c;::ll)le. btxggested countcr—examples to the Identity of
ndiseern ’hc.r‘.' l;s;;ropuncs — same thing), such as Max Black’s indis-
corni ; s (‘ 52) or an cndlcsx‘cx;\ct repetition of the events in the
. lth.‘,m 1o be too plusible to reject (see my 1978a, ch. 9, sec. 1)
Co;l:):cr-::;;];:s, tl(\)mta;]cvcr, lw maniprllntcd ‘a_littlc to produce plausible
counter-cxampics © e a(lul—haccccmst position. Suppose, for instance,
o o them oo s 1scemflb € spheres have existed for a period of tme,
g s tgan; obut of existence. Are there not two possibilities here:
e oo apanent poss ﬂcje:asmg to exxst.? Yet the structure-description for
e bp Su; lities would be identical. One could make the case
b o )(7) ; hus:‘tuung_ fc.)r the spheres twin earths, exactly twin,
of persons ceases to exis:::)sa C“[V“Y y there e it ot
O persons cepsls to exi t 3 now chmlr that my anti-haecceitism was
too excreme. Th ate-descriptions did describe two different possi-

w e apologles to Brian Skyrms, who held to the haecceitist
position all along. See his 1981.
Buti . ..
o r::n 1en ;:Zczzjfi,srenve:elefdh:’eccemsm returns, this does not mean that any
o] commninc e eml?raced rmher. (As Skyrms would agree,
unication.) There is certainly no call to think of haecceity
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as a upique inner nature of essence possessed by each particular, something,
property-like, although a property necessarily limited to one thing. When

we have said that different particulars are numerically different, then we

appear to have said all that can be said about the nature of particularity.
The nature of a thing is given exclusively by its properties, in particular by
its non-relational properties. And one thing should be noted especially. It
was argued in the previous section that changeable particulars have tem-
then, two non-overlapping temporal parts of the

poral parts. Consider, >
one particular. FEach will have its own haecceity, which, though, is to say

no more than that they are aumericaily different particulars.

Holding as they do that nothing exists but the spatiotemporfll system,
Naturalists may be tempted by the idea that difference of haecceity, dlﬁer-
ence of particular, is given by difference of spatiotemporal pgsrtlon. This
suggestion, though, seems multiply flawed. First, it only drives us on 10
ask what constitutes difference of spatiotemporal position. It s hard to find
any plausible answer except bare numerical difference. The same return of

the problem occurs if spacetime is not fundamental but 1s .analysable in
terms of more fundamental particulars. What can be said abour :l];c
particularity of these new particulars except that they are numencaly

different from each other? Second, it is not at all obvious that two partic-

ulars could not exist at the same place and time. We should in this matter

seek guidance from science rather than philosophy. Perhaps the fields of
physics are real things, as contemporary physics terlds to ass‘ume, and can
interpenetrate. Perhaps there can even be tWo partrculars with exac‘tly the
same properties at the sanie place and ume. If 0, difference of §panotem-
poral position is not necessary for numerical difference. ’Thlrd, if rhere are
or can be particulars that remain numerically arld strictly 1dent1§al mf(er
time, then difference of sPatiotemporal position is not even sufficient for
numerical difference (for this see 7.22).
The doctrine of haecceity ;s accepted, then, in a moderate form. But
the particularity of particulars is taken as fundamental ;rnd unanalyéerb:c. I
speak of the particularity of particulars, rather than just of.partlr;lln::
because we ought to be cautious 1n identifying the particularity \;n ‘ : v
particular itself. The particularity of a particular may be called € lL t nnl
particular’, the particular abstracted 1n thought from s ‘n()n—rc a]m_":;,
properties. It must then be contrasted with the ‘thick particular , alreacy
briefly introduced in 7.21. But it will be best to postpon¢ the dm:mi:
of this part of the theory of particulars until we reach the theory of states

of affairs (8.3 in pardcular).
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The ‘thin parti ’ i i
regarded by pphﬂzsc(l)lrl);re,r stf:; ;})lartlcular}ty of Fhe particular, 1s traditionally
e th a certain ambyalence. If it is considered in
called ‘partial considepr Perfles it has, a considering of the sort that Locke
CB Mortin for thitlo;ll (Essay , bk. 2, ch. 13, sec. 13— I am indebted
content all too easil trar}: lrase .and t'he reference), then its emptiness of
able inner constituezt Ths'at'eS mdf‘m o thoughts into some unknow”
of 2 specific Categor}; o is in turn 'mvues scepticism about the existence
things. particularity over and above the properties of
The remed i
deserves repeti};ijz)r lzzslsin(as a.hjeady Sugge.sted in 7.11, but the matter
qatisfactory cheory of per a s?tlsfactory eplstemology, and in particular a
to the form of the worrl)d ﬁ;ﬁ“on. Pefcepnon, not surprisingly, is adapted
ception is a mentl even.t N € W04r1d is 2 wor.ld of states of affairs, and per-
of that mental event is itselfavmg mtemlc.mahty and the intentional object
e t0 say, the stare of affs a state of affairs. The object is intentional, that
we have non-veridical IZS ﬂee(.j not actually exist. When it does not exist,
tion the subject ot gub'I’i:’ctrcel:;ﬁtlon. In most cases of non-veridical percep-
srbuted propem.ﬁ 3 ’slo. the state of affairs will exist but some of the
subjects. In hallucinjlti()rnr( at:ons v o be possessed by the subject o7
perception will alw{YS tal; -evlm e SUbJ'eCt or subjects fail to exist. Dut the
the perceiver’s bod)" 'lin 1/ " T‘fom? of an avareness or an ‘awarencss i¢
ertics and/or rcl;mol;s t“/(;r‘o et n t.hc environnient have certain prop~
i carlicr voritings i‘»l. u‘th}‘r we think of it as a belief, as T have ;lrguvd
over Hume's world.‘i.ml)(:[. ler[l‘(‘ul‘.lrly wsaterial here, Perhaps we can take
impression that somcdﬁi Ll\:lv(,m and say that it is an impression. But it 1s 411
reiterated, though, that ‘t‘l:’ b e It is propositional. (It necdh 10 ¢
Gon are Hot likely’ o v:hpropemes and relations that figure in percep-
truc propertics aud relicio at a developed science will declare to be the
joints of reality, ‘second—cl:sss.’ They are but experience’s first stab at the
caﬂéfi such p}l;elimjnary classiﬁg?izirsniis ; t;F;artiClﬂal‘S a5 we have already
iven such a the : o
has already been chac::Zt:rfi fee(ricipnon, Direct Realist and Cognitivist as it
ticular just advanced seems 1 (#.141), the ontological doctrine of the par-
we are already aware of parti CS; PUZleng and less sceptical. In perception
things that surround it pwelcu ars, of things, of our body and some of the
;hings that are Properti'ed anjirie;]:t);; ‘::re Of’these particulars excep!
orce u certain ways. B
o rc]i :i(:) son;lude th.at what we experience is no };noreu:ht;]: - ".°t
s. For getting hold of the particular itself we havsrif’):}:ti:;
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more fundamental than the sub-verbal equivalents of such words as ‘this’
and ‘that’. But those words do serve to pick out particular particulars, even
if only ‘token-reflexively’. In the same sort of way, our perceptions for the
most part latch on to particular particulars and distinguish one particular

from another.

It may perhaps be true that infants have to learn 0 latch on to confinu-

ants such as a toy moving out of the visual field and back again. But con-
tinuants, we have argued, have temporal parts that are themselves
particulars, and some of these ‘smaller’ particulars are presumably per-
ceived as particulars from the beginning of perception.

7-4 UNIFIED PARTICULARS

ewis is accustomed O call a ‘sparse’
recognized in discourse is a uni-
£ such properties are not uni-
rent instances that is

We have advocated what David L
theory of universals. Not every property
versal, indeed it seems that the vast majority o
versals. They lack the absolute identity in their diffe
hould make us think about particulars. Itis
a stock theme in contemporary discussions that particulars can be put
together with the greatest freedom. Some arbitrarily chosen portion of
Sirius together with my left shoe will do as a particular. It is an unin-
teresting particular, it is admitted, but it is there. But are we really right to
bout universals and such permissiveness about

essential to a universal. This s

combine such strictuess a
particulars?

Andrew Newman, for instanc
“two sorts of particulars, those that have a naturd
those that do not’ (1992, p- 165). But aithough he devotes 2 lot of atten-
tion to arguing that various things are ‘arbitrary particulars’, such things as
sets and events, he has very little to say about what a ‘unified particular’
might be. The only suggestion to be found in his work is that the latter 15
‘the sort of thing with which you could interact causally’” (p. 168). lt1s 0ot
clear to me that this even rules out the portion of Sirius taken t()gcthcr
with my left shoe. May not this uninteresting object act and be acted
upon? (Lewis suggests that, my eye caught by Sirius, 1 stumble and am
tripped by the loose sole of the shoe.) Contrariwise, an event that involved
a succession of states of affairs having a5 constituents property universals
which are predicated of a series of different particulars might seem tO be a
unified particular, especially if the sequence was causal.

One must remain sympathetic to the attempt to find a deep ontological

e, has argued for a distinction berween
1 principle of unity and
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s thfat are strictly identical through 8

not at present seem particularly ateraceiv, |
e. |
States of affairs

8.1 THE TRUTHMAKER ARGUMENT
8.11 The need for a truthmaker

At this point the central actors in our metaphysical drama finally take the
centre of the stage: states of affairs or facts. One may well wonder why it
is, if they are as central as I and some others allege, more has not been seen
of them in Western philosophy. The answer, as suggested in 1.2, lies in the
substance-attribute metaphysic inherited from Aristotle, together with the
corrosive scepticism which later thinkers, no doubt in response to real dif-
ficulties, directed towards that model for the world.

To recapitulate this important point. One starts with substances having
attributes. Relations are left hanging in limbo, or perhaps treated as attrib-
utes of particulars of a peculiar sort. What should be done is to interpret
the substance/aceribute distinction as the recognition of monadic states of
affairs. That would clear the way to recognize relations as constituents of
polyadic states of affairs. But at this point a failure of insight or nerve
occurs. There is not sufficient understanding of relations, and the way
ahead is abandoned. Instead the tradition tries to retrace its steps and to
reject even monadic states of affairs, or, as the tradition puts it to itself, to
reject the substance/attribute distinction.

Problems are developed about substance, about attributes, and about
how the two stand to each other. Substance seems unknowable and
ungraspable. Attributes tend, especially if conceived of as universals, to
float up to some other realm. The way substance and attributes stand to
each other is pronounced incomprehensible. The whole analysis of things
In terms of subjects and attributes was a mistake. There are just the chings.
Relations are probably in the mind, or, more up to date, they are no more
than classes of ordered classes of things. Order still smacks of relation, so
perhaps ordered classes can themselves be reduced to classes of classes,
either after the fashion of Wiener or of Kuratowski. So perhaps there are
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only things and classes in the world. Certainly there are no such entities as
facts (states of affairs),

Let us turp briefly to the position of Quine, 2 position still enormously
influentia] i

term that is subject to qQuantification, the only term in the statement that
carries, or at leagt ought to carry, reference to what is in the world. (See, in
particular, hjs €ssay ‘On What There Is’ in his 1961 [1953]) A disciple of
Quine coyld admit unjvers]g, One Quinean, Jack Smart, has in recent

become objects of reference, with these two objects linked by a two-
placed predicate ‘is’, the ‘is’ ofinstantiation This predicate will then fall
under the genera] Quinean interdiction against taking the predicate with
ontologica] scriousness. A very thingy point of view. (See David Lewis,
1983b.) The world is a world ot particulars, with classes somewhat reluc-
tantly added, reluctantly becayse they are thought to be “abstract’. There
I8 no call for states of affairs,

But in this sceptical tradition view there is further reason tor being sus-
Picious of this i, 158" in thig context stands for something in the world,
then presumably it stands for 4 relation of some sore, Butifit is a relation,
then it js 5 funny sort of relation, Suppose that 4 stands in the relation R
to b R js instantiated by the pair 4 and b, So , special extra relation of
instantiation js needed to weld the ordinary relation R to the two partic-
ulars. And if j¢ really is needed, then why is not » still further relation
needed to get the special extra relation, and R, and the two particulars
together, and 5o 44 infinitum? E 4. Bradley and Quineans join hands here
in a rather unholy alliance.

We will not AUEMPt o answer ¢hjs difficulty at this point. Instead, let
us begin by considering, pace the sceptical tradition, the pressures that have
led so many upholders of universals o fecognize the link between partic-
ulars and universals as an objective feature of the world,

We are making the venture that the wor]

d contains both particulars and
umversals. It woylqg certainly seem thy i

f this is so, then something is
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i thority: It has
needed to weld them together. First, an arglument t;(romfau ,,'a",,:zon g
o of par g
a link is needed. Plato spoke :
Seemeddm ’;’;;Y;;;t Is)uczs Scotus of a formal distinction holding between
Parmenides 129-32); Dy s “common
things that were closer together than res and1;’g3(;f\l;c;ggl; l}:ln on (1921
; o ,
’ ite universals, see Boler, ) W.E.
natures’ were not quite u 0 (1959, ch 5. secs, 2.3)
ch. 1, sec. 5: ch. 13, secs. 4-5) and PE Strawso . e
spoke of a ‘tie’. Strawson actually used the phrase nont‘:':zi ‘(;l_th e
icH athi
which sounds like a contradiction though one can symp old tradition.
pressures behind the words. John Anderson, following an o o
: i v Ber
spoke of the copula, and meant it ontologically (1962). (i;l]Stiv o g:k o
and many others have spoken of exemplification (1967). We p
instantiation. ) time put
Our argument will vindicate these thinkers, yet at :?e iflme The pzr—
: i ion.
their contentions in a perspective that quahﬁ;s. tha(ti v1'n llige tegree by
i een achieved in .
spective we want seems to have b From that perspective,
Wittgenstein in the Tractatus and by Anderson.
Bradley’s regress argument can be answered. fall these thinkers i
The argument now to be given in general support o. thmaker arga
. . m _
perhaps the fundamental argument of this book. It is the m:i e et
ment. [t is an argument whose application goes well bc;yc;n d, it may be
: - . Indeed,
larly imiportant issue that at this moment engages ::l o truthoakers ha
thought of as a certain style ot‘argu'ment, and an ap‘fnce S e
already been made at points in this work, for inst
cussing dispositions, ) ) ) F ais F Must
Let&it bfthe case that particular a instantiates um_vena;e e
there not be something about the world thaE make§ ) tz be the case here,
serves as an ontological ground, for this truth? ({;‘A}jkmg:hmaker or ground
tru
; ing to be the case.) The ol
of course, is not causal making ) ) e particular
t be a, at any rate if a is taken as the thin pamctiléi;,ht_h_ p xting 1
cannot be q, - > This is
apart from its properties. Can it be the pair OQ and F S a[:inst this
l'i)tl mer. But what appears to be the decisive arhgum( d yet a not
e warmer. exast and ye
suggestion is that it is possible that a and F should bot
\ i i here. )
b¢ I F may be instantiated elsew ' ¢ necessitate
be"Il':hF ss:,m tion here is that the truthmaker for a trulh, m;ﬁrv of possi-
that te :h [np[he useful if theoretically misleading tcrn}:mn o;.,,thcn e
at truth. “ertain truth true,
i al ker makes a certain Al
ble worlds, if a certain truthma ts but the truth is a false
’ ker exists but )
Is no alternative world where that truthma o and excernal relations
Proposition. Using the distinction betw.een-mte i al one. This seems
discussed in 6.2, the truthmaking relation is an intern
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evident enough if we consider for a moment the idea thar the relation
should be external, contingent. If it is said that the truthmaker for a truth
could have failed to make the truth true, then we will surely think that the
alleged t@thmaker was insufficient by itself and requires to be supple-
ment‘ed ' some way. A contingently sufficient truthmaker will be true
only in circumstances that obtain in this world. But then these circumstances
whatever they are, must be added to give the full truthmaker. ,

One philgsopher whose thoughts have moved in this way is Kit Fine
(1982). In his paper he distinguishes between two sorts of fact. There are
facts that run in parallel with true propositions, and are naturally individu-
ated by reference to these propositions. These he calls truths. (For myself,
I would not take these sorts of fact with too much ontological seriousness,
nor perhaps would he.) But he also sees the need for a more ‘worldly’ sort
of fact that relates to true propositions by a less straightforward corre-
spondence. He considers and discards the term ‘verifier’ and settles for ‘cir-
cumstapce’. These circumstances ‘underlie’ true propositions. He inclines
to crele ci.rcumstances with structure, and this and other things that he says
make bls crcumstances sound very like my states of affairs. But the point
of particular importance at the moment is that he says that for both sorts
of correspondence ‘the relation will be intemal, depending as it does, only
upon the internal structure of the entities in question’ (p. 53).

B2 States of affairs as truthmakers

We are asking what in the world will ensure, make true, underlie, serve as
the ontological ground for, the truth that a is E The obvious candidate
seems to be the state of affairs of g% being F. In this state of affairs (fact, cir-
cumstance) a4 and F are brought together. '

It may help to illuminate this argument if it is contrasted with a differ-
ent met?physic of properties. Suppose that we take F not as a universal but
as a particular, a trope. Some philosophers who take this view hold in addi-
tion t.hat each trope necessarily attaches to the particular that it attaches to.
(For instance, C.B. Martin, who in a personal communication speaks of
tropes as non-transferable.) The view is not merely the contention that the
propert)f can only be identified as the property that attaches to that partic-
ular, a view that seems fairly uncontroversial. It is, rather, that it is of the
essence of that property that it attaches to that particular, I;l possible world
:l?r:gn;i;tlgx’e}iltevzgrlisi;n which that property exists (it itself will be a con-

, a property of one and the same particular.
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Given this view, there is no call for the introduction of states of affairs.
Or, rather, there is no need to introduce states of affairs as anything addi-
tional to the particular and its property (or, given a bundle version of the
trope view, to the other members of the bundle). The property will cling
by necessity to its place in the world, and then states of affairs supervene on
the tropes and their particulars, or in the bundle version just on the tropes.
And if states of affairs supervene, then, it may be argued, they are not
something ontologically additional to the things they supervene upon. It
is the contingency, as I take it to be, of a’s instantiating the universal F that
enforces the need for states of affairs in my ontology.

Is this virtual elimination of states of affairs a recommendation for this
variant of the trope view? It seems doubtful. A heavy price is paid for
getting rid of non-supervenient states of affairs. The price is the huge
amount of necessity in re that this version of the trope theory has to pos-
tulate. Every property and (it would seem) every relation that exists must
be instantiated where it is actually instantiated. If a relation has a direction
in Grossmann’s sense, perhaps because it is non-symmetrical, then, pre-
sumably, that direction must be necessitated also. The particulars that the
tropes qualify or hold between need not exist. But then the correspond-
ing properties and relations will not exist either. Given all the particulars
and all the trope properties and relations, the arrangement of the worlq is
fixed. If particulars are but bundles of tropes, then given just the individ-
ual tropes, properties and relations, the world is fixed. .

This scheme of ontology requires detailed examination. But here | wﬂ]
only offer one criticism, internal to my own position. The tropes entail
the existence of the states of affairs, so the states of affairs supervene on the
existence of the tropes (in the sense I give to the term ‘supervene’). Bgt a
further premiss is required: that what supervenes is no addition of being
to what it supervenes upon, the doctrine of the ontological free lunch.
Otherwise the states of affairs are still there, additional to the tropes that
they supervene upon. Now the snag appears. If you want the ()nt()logical
free lunch, you must limit the claims to supervenience that can plausibly

be made. And is it not fairly plain that to move from the mere tropes to
the states of affairs of which they are the constituents is an addition of
being? The mere mereological sum of the tropes entails the states of affairs
in which they are assembled. More than you should expect to getin a free
lunch! '

If, on the other hand, the tropes are not tied necessarily to the things
that have them, then, once again, by the truthmaker argument, states of
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argued b
Co%:dme Ztslf;;;t:r i(n)l:(;n, 1987, p. 61.) States of affairs hold their
of composition thar even auon—merCOIOglc? 1 form of composition, a form
atfairs with identicaj constj ows the possibility of having different states of
symmetrical R puceic) stituents. Suppose, for instance, that we have non-
pendent states ’of ﬁ‘l? 3'f5 a’and b‘, and that there obtain two wholly inde-
difference betweena t:rs' " having R fo b and b¢ having R 1o a. The
expressed better than b(f "o states of affairs, it js suggested, cannot be
tion" or ‘ties betmenr thy statxng what are the two states of affairs. The ‘rela-
that in this cag a C\'Constltu‘ents, the two different ‘relations’ or ‘ties’
thing additional to thSSOUQted with the two states of affairs, are ot any-
abou instantiation, hler t.“’/()jtat‘cs ()f affairs. It is often convenient to talk
tic' requined by n.j'vm'] \\‘t',lt.u of affairs come firse, I this is 4 ‘fundamental
very different from ';11 "t'}'-“ . mucl‘, s hy propertics, then so be i, But it is
Suppose, thoy ,h‘ Jl. )”-,g ehat 15 ordinarily spoken of as a selation.
previous Pa'ragra}:h ,t Ll; oo -'Jrgucd.' f’t‘spitc Attempts such as that of the
tion and ordip, ]O‘P 4y up the difference between the ‘is’ of predica-
Ty relations such as causa] and spatiotemporal ones, that the
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tion of the fundamental tie) is nothing more than the original state of
affairs? Many truths if you like, but only the one truthmaker. A natural
comparison is with the truth regress. Let ‘p’ be some contingent truth. It
will have a truthmaker. This will also serve as truthmaker for ‘It is true that
P’, ‘It is true that it is true that p’and so for ever. At some superficial level
these statements are all different, even semantically different. The state-
ments are all true. Yet, it seems, we are not forced to postulate a richness
in the world to account for this potential infinity of statements. Why
cannot we deal with the ‘regress of instantiation’ in the same way? Another
way of putting the point, of course, is that after the original instantiation
all the further relations postulated supervene. But if they supervene then the
doctrine of the ontological free lunch, which can plausibly be appealed to
here, tells us that here we have no increase of being.

I conclude that we can accept the truthmaker argument for states of
affairs. No fatal or even unacceptable consequences flow from it. In par-
ticular, there is no call to bind together the constituents of a state of affairs
by anything beyond the state of affairs itself. The instantiation of universals
by particulars is Jjust the state of affairs itself. And even if this is not so, the
theory is not fatally injured because the alleged regress after the introduc-
tion of the fundamental tie is no addition of being. To accept the need for
a truthmaker is not, of course, to be automatically committed to states of
affairs. It is to be formnally committed to no more than to finding something
that will make a truth true. But there seems to be no acceptable candidate
for a truthmaker for statements that contingently link particulars to uni-

versals other than states of affairs.

8.2 STATES OF AFFAIRS AND MEREOLOGY

In the course of the previous section we noticed, more or less by the way,
that different and independent states of affairs could have exactly the same
constituents. Pretending for the sake of the example that loving is a uni-
versal, then a’s loving b and b loving a might both be states of affairs, and
states of affairs quite independent of each other. This is to be contrasted
with mereology, the formal theory of the simplest sort of whole and part.
If parts are summed mereologically to make a whole, then there can be no
more than one whole that they make. If there is such a thing as the sum
of a, loving and b, then it is exactly the same thing as the sum of b, loving

and q,
[t was important to say ‘if there is such a thing . . . ~because, as already
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22:3?);:}12'12’ metaP.hYSIClanS differ among themselves about the applica-
diffe € mereological calculus. Some hold that we cannot put things of
whor::;iitz%f;:es together to make a whole. But agreeing with Lewis,
essay a totally erfn}i)n'nmple' of Unrestricted Composition (1991), in this
is taken. The r};as stwe ha'thde to the mgreological summing of entities
permissivensc, aOrl or this, as has several times been indicated, is that the
Mereologins thi)eears to have no 'real metaphysical consequences.
on the wholes. G s Supervlelne on th@r parts, as do the parts supervene
it may be conc.ludede rtlhone};t ¢ other i enta'ﬂed. Aind on the basis of thi
of their parte This | at the wholes are no increase of being beyond that
ticulars ang I' . s not the case wher.1 constituents such as certain par-
Buts‘ and foving are brought together in states of affairs,

same C;;:iizzznf:::hti“ mdlependent.states of affairs can have exactly the
round of objecr requires attentllon here. Lewis actually makes this a
gons. He can:licttlon }:0 states of affairs additional to his Quinean objec-
the same constitueeet OI\_?IV_ 1t 1s qusxble to get different things from exactly
defines (and nts. His position here echoes Nelson Goodman, who
and accepts) what he ca]ls Nominalism (eccentricity of terminol-

o a t . - ‘
wtz : Ppears to be endemic among Harvard philosophers) in the following

a S)’Sttlll 1S non lall“l( .. 1fno two C «
N YT R ‘
1 O entitres are gt”(lat(d trom ex K”)

(Goodman, 1958, p. 65)

r(:);dir:;ﬂ;ci:;nfcmon- is good for the soul, I record that 1 nyself, no
pominalit ny ordinary sense, did once casually endorse Goodnian'’s
! ple. See my 1978b, ch. 14, sec. 1, Pp. 30. It sounds attractive until you

See 1ts consequences!)
Statlefsaol}aiéjrtsoiz;nd b(;las R to0 a, with R, non-symmetrical and the two
roves of afuir ependent of each other, we have just the sort of situa-
| Wis complains of. Another example that he himself has come

(Lewis, 19864).

(@) i . .
ne thing to be noticed about this second case is that, although the ulti-

mate constit
uents of the two molecular states of affairs are exactly the same,

nevertheless the . )
tWo states of affajrs contain different complex constituents
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as proper parts. Thus, the two molecular states of affairs are cach made up
of different atomic states of affairs, even although when we break up these
atomic facts we come upon ultimate identity of constituents. So we might
set up and endorse a weaker principle than the one that Goodman and
Lewis endorse, and demand only that, when ultimate constituents of
different states of affairs are identical, there be something in the way that

they are organized inside the state of affairs that is different. At least some

constituents that go together in the one state of affairs must fail 1o go

together in another state of affairs.

But what of the aRb and bRa case, with R non-symmetrical? Does this

not demand of the upholder of states of affairs that the difference be a

difference solely in the states of affairs taken as a whole, without an inter-
nal difference of organization inside the state of affairs? I do not think it
does, and am indebted to discussion with Reinhardt Grossmann about the
matter. In 6.3 we considered his claim that all relations have what he calls
a ‘direction’. We rejected the general claim, instancing, in particular, sym-
metrical relations such as distance. It seems, pace Grossmann, that a’s being
a mile from b and b’s being a mile from a are the very same state of affairs, or,
as he would say, fact. But for non-symmetrical and asymmetrical relations,
the ones that are generating our current problems, his contention seems
correct. Thus, with the relation of loving the two places of the relation are
clearly marked out from each other. One is the lover, the other the
beloved. The term ‘direction’ is perhaps not altogether happy, although I
have not got an improvement. But there is an obvious difference in the
places. This shows us the intemal difference of organization that exists
between a’s loving b and b's loving a. It is a matter of tying a term to a spe-
cific relation place. Perhaps we could use the following symbolism for the
loves relation:

L

—L -8

with the subscripts (lover, beloved) explicitly showing the nature of the
relation places. Filling the blanks, we would symbolize a% Joving b as:

al h"
If the subscripts are reversed, so that:
ay L b

then this symbolizes that a is the beloved of b, that 1s, that & loves a. The
difference in the organization of certain constituents of the two states of
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affairs relative to each other then becomes evident. The terms 4 and b are
linked to different relation-places in the relation, relation-places that differ
in ‘direction’, in the two different states of affairs. Notice how this fits with
thinking of relations in a Fregean way, as state-of-affairs types with blanks
ready to be ‘saturated’ by particulars. To get a non-symmetrical relation,
such as loving, we must make the blanks a little less blank, so that it makes
a difference which particular saturates which blank.

But although this concession can be, and it seems should be, made to
the Goodman-Lewis position, no further concession can be made. If we
have to choose between the (intuitively quite attractive) ‘Nominalist’ prin-
ciple and the truthmaker argument that leads us toward states of affairs,
then my judgment is that the truthmaker principle is by far the more
attractive.

States of affairs, then, have a non-mereological mode of composition.
But, of course, if states of affairs are taken as units, as atoms one might say,
and one does not dive within these states of affairs, then they are suscep-
tible of themselves being put together in a way that obeys the mereolog-
ical rules. (They can be put together in other ways, of course, for instance
by causal and temporal relations. But this is not our present concern.)
Atomic states of affairs may be conjoined to form molecular states of affairs
(but in this system neither disjoined nor negated) and these conjunctions
obey the mereological rules. Molecular states of affairs are wholes having
mercological parts. These parts are states of atfairs themselves, cither mol-
ccular or atomic. The atomic states of atfairs are the ultinate mercological
parts. Molecular states of affairs may also overlap mereologically. They will
then have a (proper) mereological part in common. We have already tried
to take advantage of the mereology of molecular states of affairs in
analysing the puzzling phenomenon of the resemblance of universals, in
particular the resemblance of the determinates of a determinable quantity.
(See 4.13)

Of course, these mereological relations mean little ontologically, at any
rate if the doctrine of the ontological insignificance of the supervenient is
accepted, as it seems reasonable to accept it for this case. 1f the world 15 2
world of states of affairs, then given all the non-mereologically united
states of affairs, one is given the whole world. The molecular states of
affairs and their mereological relations to each other and to the non-mol-
ecular states of affairs, these all supervene. Or so we have claimed.

There is a complication here, one that we have already encountered.
There is, or there appears to be, the epistemic possibility that all molecu~
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lar states of affairs dissolve for ever into conjunctions of simpler but still
molecular states of affairs. There would then be room for no more than
relatively atomic states of affairs in the world. .Tl’.luS, suppose that evexl'zi'
property is a conjunctive property. Each instannan.or{ of a property \fvoub
break up into, and be identical with, two instantiations of properties by
the one particular. So genuinely atomic states of affairs would never be
reached. Nevertheless, one would still bave, at each level, states of affalrs
that could be conjoined and which would stand in mereological relations
to each other.

On this view one will have supervenience all the way down, and one
may wonder what this will do to the ontological ir.mocence of thF :luplt;r};
venient. But notice that here the supervenience will be symem;i A "
is the conjunction of Q and R, then the exist?nce of P entl:;\lls ,;. hee eox;]Sy
tence of Q and R, and vice-versa. This is identity: P=Q &f h oy
asymmetry is that the right-hand side gives a fuller analysxs‘o t copne ;‘)N il
in question. There would be no increase or decrease of being as

down the infinite hierarchy.

R
8.3 THE THIN AND THE THICK PARTICULA

We now move on to another distinction which, like the dnsnncttl((:lrj
between atontic and molecular states of affairs, will not add t;) o:li:)::nThc
ogy, but which will, it is to be hoped, lead to F)ntolog:?al cla'n lczf pal-’dcu-
distinction might have been introduced during the dx§cu551on e
lars, but it is convenient to draw it now, when a certain amoun
said about states of affairs. : int, the tcit
When we have talked about particulars up to chis po}tlz:licing about
assumption has usually, though not always, ban that w::) are e al
the particular in abstraction from its properties- By‘ 2 Stra:], (Locke) we
that is meant is that by a mental act of ‘partial (:.on51deram£)oMidcrlt only
consider the particular only in so far as itis a I?arncula;” W; attcf.’ ding to the
in its particularity, (Remember Wittgenstein's exampie (1) ur, Investigations,
colour and not the shape, or the shape and not the v c'hat we can do
33. Whatever the nature of the mental process . it seems hether there
it.) It is, of course, a controversial question in metaphyi:c:na‘:e been given
s such a thing as a particular in this sense, but ar.gulﬂr:‘c“are but bundles of
for not accepting the alternative view that particu rSlf roperties are not
properties, whether universal or particular properees. E (something that
s0 much thingy entities, but rather are ways that things 3¢
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n no way derogates from their mind
We cannot dispense with Particulars ;
the thin particular.

~independent reality, see 3.6), then
n this sense, with what can be called

An idea that Suggests itself is o include in thjs New notion of a partic-
ular all the Hon-~relational Properties of the Particular. It is this that | call the
thick particular. (Herbert Hochberg has spoken about Socrates and ‘big’
Socrates and SCEMms to have the saiye thin/thick distitiction in mind. See
his ¢ 1964, A 3 true son of [owy, though, he
philosophcr but a white Square patch!)

Notice that to 80 beyond the non-relatiogaf properties and include all
of a thing relational propertics swells ¢he p
Particulars thys conceive
Case, relationa] Propertie:
not have the same meta
For they Supervene up

Was 1ot speaking about a

articular beyond | COMpass.
d will, aq i were, overlap with cach other. In any
S, although it is ofter, useful to refer to them, do
physical Importance a5 non-relational properties.
on those states of affairs where the particular in
0 another Particular. (See 6.5,

Inction that cap be drawn between the essential and
the accidenta] Properties of 5 particular, thep, there would be 5 case for an

intermediate ‘sort’ of parti lar taken along with its essen-
tial propertjes only.

fundamen¢y) category. (See 4.3)

So the thick Particular is ¢ pe the i
only the Particular’s pop,
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. e
d out in terms of states of affairs. We have admltt;(i ecr(;alls
onetive CaShe' o iversals, provided that the conjuncts are u versal
ot e pro?emes'as liin The putative conjunctive properties ar.eunc:)iveS
renicm co—msmmlat'e .tantiation of the conjuncts. But tthe ;onj neives
e up}:m thenc?h-:cr)llslgh many, and in any case ther:11 1zhte jv aeypdown).
are ones that ru | ! e e |
So et us omorn o1 he momristom] pperies ot e P
e . i onder llow for temporal parts, a ata certa'm 1m ; is. e
i b toe::ty N (for nature). The tth'k particular
- reSUItar'lt the' plr opith the state of affairs of a* bemg N. the hick par
oo v he distinction between the thin an che hick par-
e V‘clie}:lave Szlvt}r:::t the distinction can find 1;5 placet i\:ja ;nThe pares
afhnd have s i 1 ccept the thin par .
s e o 1; ma}elrlr)lz :ca)Sltirirtlot:)at vie think it cannot b; (:/ll:artlo\:f
et et ¢ SE t particulars. But suppose ther'e 1slI1k our o
oo e @ ahouthfck particular also, or something 1 e he thick
o thOUghtF }elt explain our revulsion frgm the th;-:]ﬁb]ooded
e e e m]ignd easily sliding away fron.l it to th(t: full-Blooce
a no mor.e than the n'}the particular be but an tfmmpprtan ethin,g oy
et partlcu]én . interested in its bare particularity, som thing ey
i tIhe Erdlla?mwsrelrnin what sort of thing it'is: Th;:lhix:apqune o
B o o u' g erience (7.11). Butitis gl e une
:]VC hfth‘ "gu'i;i()i]::ll(])llll: c\:/f; and it takes phil?()}:::?i cairll)alxiyzlli ;1 o
ective, unse S b '
e ('if it’ o mll\’l:l::t IL\II? :12:1:12: then, .tbat some f:g?;c;}g::;:
partic‘:““w tl:ncc: }z)}l;ll:e th.in particular, thus l(jlirut;(ngi:le:l;zicumr) -
e o in, that others (Locke e
and relations. No wonder, égam, o O ot theory e
thekrea]iql;l()f t}l;:trt:tilnmp:l:::tc;ﬂ:;z)::s properties —and as a result limit o
unknowable su

. . - _

pers rties and relations. ' reicular see

et 1o p'ropeh'le:opic we might note that the thick p m
Before leaving this ,

. . o
ibniz’s notion of a particular. Eor i'fa par,tui‘lutl;;lj :ﬂc);—
Jong vt a 'Lelbmzs no' nal properties, then it will have a ey
along with all its nor'l-relanold’ e s cvery Su.c.s };mc :
oot ":),oirz it- will have no further prOpeme;t, l.ms < he
i e fof Irdl?) nOfcourse, at bottom, ifoqr argum
denieiteﬁira:ailsrier:\azzﬁrea are contingent stattees ac;:' :ﬁ(‘;;:s;.ne, i bose who
co;ﬁer’e ) Sorzle;)hiEghe]tsl:e;h:;:net;:gt};;l;ztological insignificance of the
are Quineans, altho
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Predicate, 4, have , truthmaker (if they wap, it!) for truths that ascribe
Properties tq 5 articular, The truthmaker i the particular itself. The par-
ticular woylq have to pe What hags jys, been called the thick particular, and,
Indeed, the thick Particular woyjy be a sujtable truthmaker. Pethaps this
accounts, o helps to account, for the f

eeling among those philosophers
Who take the Quinean Position thae they have left

nothing out. Thejr
feeling s Justified. By if our argument js o) the right lines, thep though
1t is true thae they have lefe nothing oy, their truthmaker ;s really a state
of affajrs,

emselves? Shoylq they be classified as partic-
ulars, Universals o neither? Conﬁmng Ourselves here tq first-order states of
affairs

that are half-way to be;
there would nor
Universy)s.

In genera], though, ﬁrsr—order States of affajrs are (ﬁrst~order) particu-
lars, Thjq is the Victo

ry of particu]arity’. For first-order states of affajrs,
pamculars+universals=a Particular. Of Course, the ‘4. here is 4 non-
Mereological for

of particulars and universals

ing Universals ¢ ‘concret

€ Universals’?) By, even here
be the pro

Mmiscuoys fepeatability thyy i associated with
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holly
; i e clear sense w
pstiwent: R Despite this fhey arc in S'Z?llify to hold that it is,
Cc') et Te o Id be natural in the theor}f of possi o oo
ditinet. It}:NOdu cription of the case, possible tha;l el herone
] om the des ' other ‘ |
Jl?tgairs should not have existed altho;gh th;ag being F and a being G,
o f affairs o e of
i 1 the two states o : have 10 sor
Again, cons(l;der two wholly distinct universals (thet)_’tuenr . Despite
are consti ta.
Whelre )F ;"r;ld two states of affairs have a comnllon OH be mred e
cverap). ¢ holly distinct. It wo atu £ the
. . o SEme who Y ; he description o
this, they are in som : st from the th
, ibili e was, g have existe
lity to hold tha ‘ 1d not hav
ooy Otjlfloss;lblt etiyther one of the states of affairs shou
case, possible tha

although the other did exist.

8.41 Instantiation again

: further
. s 1ve us sorme
n, the ‘victory of particularity "m‘ayng It has been argued
s Phenom}fno ,blem of the nature of'xnsta""ag.cf} .ent from the states
insi i ol i iffer
insight into the p iversal is not something fFairs are
: iati f a universal is hat the states of a
that instantiation o that we see tha ited to the
: s (8.1). And now : are restricte
ofaffars themselves t)argue that these constituents niversal, we may
N n we no . isnou '
particulars, a Is and ordinary particulars? ThTref instantiation. Or at any
i versals . o i
ordinary un.l ¢ state of affairs and so no umversa.b] reason for postulating
. Ing a state of a . e reas
- rtil()fbm“:i not be such a universal. (A possi e, 17)
rate there nee ’ . g : C mention e
A universal of being a state of affairs }‘: " bfnt What about the class Ofthesi
; S ™ . nt. . ] r uni-
. - rises at this po d a universal o
ous difticulty a R . 't we need a A
A.” obvi 1culars, the states of affairs? Don'’t w them all together? There
special pdm(. - h m, to explain why we group ulty. Classes of states of
versals to unify che b, n easy solution to this difficulty. tain, together, of
¢ 2 con ’
seems, hOWe"Er’ o ified by the universals that th;)’ teern that they fall
- 1 i M h the pa
affairs are to be un als, wit nt
universals, . ean accou
: of complex iven a Freg .
course, in the case iversals? We have g ted’ enti-
. what are unive as ‘unsatura
into (3.7). Afterall, te-of-affairs types, understood to yield actual states
state-ot- . : T to .
of them. They are pleted by particulars in ord]e s of states of affairs
: iri om . sse S ] .
ties requiring to be ¢ t give all the unity that the 2 n by the universal:
. o o is give )
of affairs. Does tbat nf a’s being F and b’s being Fis gi tes of affairs 1s given
require? The unity Oh unity of the class of all the S;'? t. r, in turn, would
1 ¢ . is latter, ’
~$ being F. In turn, ¢ lass of all the universals. This ]a their promiscuous
; class i s: .
b the unity 0;1: e he essential nature of unl"’:ﬁl istence of the uni-
om the the ex1
o t(l;'lf'i owThis repeatability supervenes on
repeatability.

versal,
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8. THEORIES OF TRUTH

8.51 C
orrespondence vs. Redundancy theories of truth

There are many di '
have in the pasty ciferent theories of truth, but two theories i i
of many another anggﬂ'ed fo.r my allegiance, and perhaps fr(:estin P ulac
ic Redundancy thCZ:zspl;tﬂ-OSOP}.wr' These are the Corre:gofrglelreriazc:l
is true or false accordin: a. : is entirely natural to think that a proposi .n
pendent reality. Bu g as it corresponds or fails to corr proposition
mative aboutt}this z:;: ppacrjent difficulty of then sayizz)zzdt;?: n‘mfd .
more deflationary positiopor;1 ence relation is likely to drivz g
tion does not add anYthir:‘gtt; ‘tﬁ“ﬂching the truth predicate too: ;r:;:s‘ie
so to the co - e mere asse . X -
the true pr:;l::g:halthere is really no trurt;:c:;:ifot:i;xpr(};posmon, and
insight that there is 33‘2 ;:e world. This, though, Chall;: 01(:15 betw'ee.n
statements, making th orl that exists independently of oug esht ¢ realsnt
Correspondence the e latter true of false. One is dri r choughts and
oscillation between :;:Z This author has long found hilr\: nlgj ?Ck to the
years ago (1950) Austi[ie(éw o positions. In a symposium Ssn :ﬂ u}:l suble
gave us a quite mem;)rabl ,’orrespondence) and Strawson (R Futh sOme
The suggestion now t ¢ clash between these two positi ( edundancy)
ories. Both tell us Sono ‘bCAput forward is that we Cnr\ a‘:)n?
Redundancy theory i l ,(thmg true about the nature t;P‘ both &b
predicate, but it sta sL:VL; us a true account of the s.ctn . -0. o ith, The
the Correspondenc); tht the fevel of truths. At a dcc. . es & . e ruch
there is something in theory tells us that, since [ruthgpr::r‘ :'nmlog‘“l' level
correspondent and theeg world that corresponds toa tn?e e tr%lt.hmaker'
But what are we to ruthmaker are the same thing propasition. The
between truth and tm{:ﬁz’l t’out the COl’feSpondenCc. relati
something negative. It i aker? The first and fun damenmllor»l that holds
each distinct truth the s not a one-one relation. Itis n thing to say i
truthmaker. It is not thre corresponds its own peculi ot the case that to
maker there corres oe ;:se- that to each distinct cor: 1 correspondent of
Correspondence the‘; o b ‘t§ own peculiar truth e;l;’()ndent or truth-
of the Redundancy thry as in the past fallen into t.h cre ' pe.rhaps the
of this essay is correct eory, to their mutual confusi e gravitational ficld
affairs or constituents , then the truthmakers of anlon. lfth? metaphysics
or even an appmximat(i):;:a‘es of affairs. But there istr:ths will be states of
to that situation, between t;’é‘zne‘ﬂne relation,
e entities and the
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d by Kit Fine about his ‘ circumstances’

truths. This point is also stresse

(1982).
But before considering examples, let us note again, what has been men-
er (8.1), that the relation that holds between
truth and pruthmaker 1s an internal one. Given some ru€ statement, and
ker that makes it true, then nothing 1s needed but
¢ The truth super-

statement and truthmaker for the truth of the statemen
qnce of these terms. [ have not always had a firm gr1p
that the gruthmaker for

certain molecular stat€
£ the relevant faws of

tioned earlier 10 this chapt
given some truthma

venes upon the existe

on this point. In the past 1 have said, for instance

the true statement that this glass 15 brittle is that 3
obtains in the glass. But given the contingency ©
Lves allowing that it is only 3 contingent

nature, which uphold, this 1nve
akes the statement true. For that mol-

fact that this suggested cruthmaker 1%
different pos-

ecular state might have been governed by different laws ‘in
chmaker is the glass being

ds’. So what 13y now is that the tru

fus the relevant Jaws of naturé (with ‘aws of

nature’ taken ontologicall ¢ in the world makes the corre-
relation 18 then, as it

sponding Jaw-statements true). The correSpondence
internal. Our concern, by the way, is not at this point
f the cruthmaker for disposition

sible worl

in a certain molecular stat€ p
y, as whateve

seems it should be,
with defending this particular account ©
statements, but only with trying to illuminate

spondence relation.

8.52 Correspondente of tnuths t© truthmakers many-many
§ re there 15 ON¢ ruth

be true that either p1s

The relation is not one—o
but a plurality of truthmakers for that truth. It may
true or ¢ is true, with ‘or’ non-exclusive: cases both P and g wil
be true. The truth then has, or may have, twWo disunct ruthmakers-
slightly less rrivial case is that of existentially quantified cruths. That at least
one black swan exists, with existence taken to include all times, has as
separate rruthmakers each of the black swans that were, ar¢ or will be. That
is put in thingy rather than states of affairs language- if one holds to the
Factualist thesis, then one will wish to substitute for each swan a 5tat¢ of
affairs where 2 certain thin particular has certain propcrties: swan-making
properties. If we reject the idea that there is a kit
then there will often be different, if resembling complexes of pmpertics
that make a certait particular swan. en bracketing difficuluies
about vagueness, ;¢ may be that even for just o€ swan alternative classes
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of properties of that particylar $Wan can be chosen sq that two or more
different seapes of affairs (with overlap) will exist that are truthmakers for
this thing being a swan

We now want to consider cases where to the one truthmaker there cor-
responds many try,p, . Dis;

same try thmaker.

A more difficult

case, more difficult because
controversy,

is this, Suppose that h
Suppose, more controversially,

its description involves
eat is 3 Property of external objects.
itis a Property immediately recognizable
ch we have none byt idenrjtj»ing descriptions.
We can recognize heat when we foel it, and
it, all oyr knowledge that links heat to other
nly. In particular, that hege Causes sensations
s contingeny only. It is not of the esge
us. We do pop have 3¢, nece
ever typically Causes rthese sors o[sensations in us,

true, that heat 1s not def;
ing other thin

nee of heat that it causes
ssary truch: heat is what-
More generally, assume,
nable as that which plays

States of affairs

8.53 What are truths?

truths.
spondence relation are truthmaketr:S erl'iﬁ”airs .
The terms of thé Co”}‘: pOur favoured truthmakers are sta bt Lo
Truthmake.rs enttad;rolgest.hing must now be said about truths,
their constituents. > .
ony be brief inde'ed t(::)eglg:sttlcé’lace to Propositiong’ th;if,itrl’lrzprzzz?of
Truth attaches in aturalist can be happ e
which have & truthfnaker' l?el: k:l:]iljfs, token thoughts tha_},al;(ivzgll;sﬁs and
propositiOH; Comtl::er :? beliefs, and token ;tater:etz:;lghts provide the
ropasitional struc ' ' ) of beliefs an . .y
fhoﬁghts first. The mte.’nnom:llt r(;lije[ct:ses of propositi ons. Tl:]a(:; l?ef ec:tered
central, though only Fhethcee phi](;sophy of mind, which c,::il together into
o Upah;gitzPLCei?e& and thoughts may be gthrzus};me proposition’,
upon here. Toke s ‘expresses m, uth
Cgsses’ where cach *“emb-f;if;ﬁfeifwrlere this prop °“$Z'l:$laéutha
that s, has the same mtefml-lle class may be said to ‘express f the mind. They
aker, cach member of hts are, | take it, actual states o as 1 trust, to be
Token belict md’ thou%ut intentional objects are not’S of intentionally
fave intentional ObJ?Cti' riousness. What exust are Classiherefore, is not
taken with mCtaPhY“C; Sefumiamemtal correspondence, between the token
caunalent t'O'kk’"s- ) Td tiufhs and their truthmakers, :Urts on the other
penween entites calle 1 the one hand, and truthm:{ ;al meaning), and so
belick and d]‘oughff"‘z"ments (intended or Con-Vcnnoments, may then be
Thc_ fneaning of sFJ : ntional equivalence of Stalt: liefs or thoughts that
conditions for the flltlhz intentional objects of the be
analysed in terms o it
the sytatements e wsed o etxlirselszft out the vast ocean ogjsr: P;::}?are for
This sketch of an QCCOUnn or stated, some true, Son;‘ethese ‘entities’ Is tO
have never been thought Of ropositions. To speak o tement tokens.
(e the non-central ca]:e:)fo mirely possible mental or sta
do no more than spea

8.6 IDENTITY CONDITIONS
. it of affairs
8.61 Identity conditions for states of

airs are a

irs? States of aff:

21rs?

i ity-conditions for states of aff rt of structure that there

What are the identity ¢, the most fundamental so ecessary condition for
. re, Cn

certain sort of StrUCt? this essay is correct. It is a

. to

15 if the argumen
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o nt]tyt y ontain € [ly rheel
th 1T 1de hat [llC C
aimn exac the S constitu
€ tuents: exaCd, the

same particulars 1
, properties and relations. But we have seen that thi
at this nec-

essary condition i
1s not i
sufficient. States of affairs can contain exactly the

same constituen
ts, ye o

states of affairs is Ym;dbe wholly distinct states of affairs. This feature of
.. e a reproach t -
physicians. We o states of affairs b

. . on th s by some meta-
natural piety. We must:;gm;ary, advocate accepting this feature with

. ) , then, that besi .
constituents, identi ’ esides contain
ident : ing the v
nized in just the 53;21 states of affairs must have these cognstitueiz (5)3“:1:5
same structure. But thiw?y Th? very same constituents must have the :;i
very same structure, i s ‘organization’, this sameness of constituents il tl?é
, is not anything but the states of affairs themselves

8.62 Identi iti
entity conditions for states of affairs, given tropes

If the 3
properties and ;
not universals but arerteil:)nonS that are constituents of states of affairs ar¢
es ;
then exac pes, properties and relati
t sameness ‘ relations that are parti
of constituents and their structure is still g rtlcu‘liar;,
ill demanded.

But the
allowed str o
universal ucture exhibits interesting di
ersals theory. sting differences from that of a

With R
a non»Sanmet ; .
T
ical relation, and also a wniversal, it s possible

to have two i
(] ]ndcpende
at states of affai
a trope theo s of affairs; ¢ R b and .
ty thes and b Ra, with R=
tropes “On'idcllitical es bt:ZOme aR’b and bR"a, with the rwR lRt l“
. , SOt . ' o relationt
constituents. A questi at the two states of affairs do not have the s:
jon then arises for trope theory. C ¢ the s
. Can

partlcular Qccur in a tte ()l dlla L p Y
ri stat except ll( €Xa wa

irs mt t

C

occurs? If aR'b "a, i hat
occur o Ol:ul; crli::dbR a, is lt’ an (unfulfilled) possibili}::{ t‘lti:t“lll:l?
. A Combinatorialist ab, could R occur anywhere clse in the unive se;
e & ofur possibility will naturally be attract d1 rh.
cea that there may | \: airly. promiscuous recombination ’l? rocep
;r::)t;ler}r‘i' for exacrly rese;l;li;gy::)‘;sest hl€t (milldlY) emb““‘s““é ‘SC:V:;;?:;

ght have be e |

e o byb:p;inst::pfeé around, so that a'sbtemioessvlvl:lse llrgtbsuzh m;p:,s
e by i In tl';eocircr;iiistarices, it seerns a small but defi e az :
different particulars me ry that a swap of ‘the very same pro ml'te e
In general, a Conil;)inatgn'ilrloth‘ng' You cannot swap f‘h?crw .ben.Neen
e amationm ri hlSt. version of a trope theory seenrlg W"l‘ oo
i combinations such circumstances. oy ee
y noted (8.12) that some trope theorists argue that 1t
e that 1

is of the essey
ice Ofa tro T
pe that ic 1s3 property of[hat
very particular that it
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for relations. For them the Swapping

is a property of, and similarly
theory there may

problem does not arise. But for any Version of a trope
still be what may be called 2 Redundancy problem.

Presumably an ordinary particular could, in general, have further prop-
erties and relations than the ones it actually has. Associated with a certain

particular there might have been extra tropes- And why should not these
pes actually pos-

extra possible tropes include tropes exactly similar to tro

sessed by the particular? Indeed, is it not possible that a particular should
have Jacked a certain property of relation trope ¢hat it actually bas, but
instead have 2 numerically different but exactly similar trope? A universals

theory automatically excludes these ‘pOSsibilities’.
1 am inclined to think that this is a1 advantage for the universals theory.
But perhaps a trope theorist can simply accept Reedundancy, ©F even turn
it to advantage. Differences in irreducibly intensive quantitics, for instance,
might possibly be explained by the presence in the one particular of differ-

ent numbers of exactly similar tropes:

8.63 Empirical’ vs. “Structural’ Identity conditions

The identity conditions that we have proposed for our states of affairs may
be said to be stnictural ;dentity conditions- Once one has accepted the
ontological reality of at least selected properties and relations, then the
truthmaker argument appears 0 conduct one t© such idenuty conditions,
unless, indeed, one makes the properties and relanions into ropes and
makes it part of the essence of a trope that it qualifies whatever particulars

it actually qualifies.

Kit Fine (1982) has considered another sort of i
facts which he calls the empirical condition. He himself thinks of it as s€C-

ondary to 2 structural criterion, but s claim to primacy has been argued
by Kenneth Olson (1987). On this €Ot identical

digon ‘two facts will be t
when they necessarily co-exist, 1. whe ry that the one ¢x15t
r does’ (Fine, 1982, p. 58)- Given

dentity condition for

n it is necessd
this condition, 00¢

would, for instance, rule out saying that all ravens ar¢ black and no 100
cwo different facts, or that if a has R 0 b

black things are non-raven are
he ‘empincal

then b has the converse of R to a. The idea in calling this ¢
cally distinguishablc

condition is that non—identical facts should be empiri

but that necessarily coexisting facts would not be so distinguishable.
identity condition for

1t seems that we should accept that this 1s 2 true
states of affairs chat respect this

states of affairs. Allegedly different facts of
133
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for states of affairs, we shouldjoin with Fine in takin
tance than the structural condition,

s

10t in fact obtain, Should we postulate a negative

W@ the case that S to be the truthinaker for the true
Statement that S does not obtain?

Suppose a very simple world, in which q is
Constituents simple, and in which no othe
obtaitr. What is the truthinaker for the true statemnents that a is not G and
b is not F2 Could the truthimaker for o not being G be provided tor by
the positive state of affairs that 4 is E and similarly for b% 10t being F? This

Fand b is G, with all these
r first-order states of atkairs

# it would appear to be , second-
fact that the two first-order states of affairs were

affairs. With this fact or state of affairs as erye
truths, and any other negative truths chay obtai
Supervene. (And so, incidentally, would the third
all the firse- and second-order truths, thus ¢
Tegress of higher-order truths.)

Second-order fact g hough. They seem to be a major
sin against cconomy. In the Tractatys vision, and in Skyrms’ sketch of a

order state of affairs: the
all the first-order states of
hmaker the two negative
ned in this world, would
-order truth that these are
ealing with the apparent

" 

States of affairs

i i i be better to
hed. Might it not
81), they are banis . T
reworked Tractatus (1981), e e
i ers tor t g !
accept negative states of affairs as.truthn?a dbe s meice worth paying
first-order states of affairs, one might think, wou
1rst~0 , _
IS. _
if it got rid of a second-order state of.' ;Ea:g e states of affairs are admmit.
i that even if ne ' N
trouble is, though, : : e Wes
t dTli1tewill still be necessary to admit states of aﬁ‘a;.rs f:fof ;S th;tywe R
o tes of affai
four first-order sta e now
nt to say that the e o i
leasiu‘lmzin for ):he mini-world are all the ﬁrst—ori’er bsteiln a1
stula ‘ _ o ’
Pc;rld is ti contain a’s being F a’s not belrfg G, o o %vorjdy A than
:)V ing E But these states of affairs could obtain in ah gtie O e e
1 emgthi.n in the four states of affairs that' entails t a(; org'er e ol
lSfmf:fairs gSo it seems that we are stuck with a liecffmt -O e tee of affaire
e - i 1] the first-
a
tates of affairs are : he swork all by
state that these four s i th e tho
'the ny case. Hence, since we are stuck w1thd1t, let
et ' ’ ] it can do. )
o vork hat, a5 we have jus Se'elln’ lt (1) the need for all truths, and in
’ n two purar: he idea that
The argument rests upo homaker: and (2) ¢
truthmaker;
i i ths, to have a : hemaker
ar all contingent truths, o
Pal:utcel:/ler supervenes (in our defined sense, 2.1()i reqthe o s
i on )
additional to what it supervenes upon. To abanhrmlker o Eoen
is to abandon ontological seriousness. The trut e er sates of
; holder of a states of affair ontology to ell)kl)raffai e once of saper.
;f?'li(r)s To abandon the doctrine of the onto c;gl't9 ovsible, epistemically
‘ ‘i 1 ¢ is not so much of a hanging matter. At 1(35:(7 o meomive satcs
venience i s mat
ible, to countenance both states of affairs of tot conomy only, and we
possible, : .
E):'nﬂ'nirs The sin, as | take it to be, will be z;gau; rocadome han the one
s. sin, : N
QOccamist style s theory.
ady noted that a less ! : * of affairs
h;ve a]c;e'an )t]his work could be combined with a sFatestates e e
e lh less, we shall not countenance negatfl.v}airs of cotality, states
h Ne;:ert eeer ;ccept their near relatives: states ofa L the entities of
S faué‘ ~OWC}‘Ios’e content is that such and such entmesesem e e
o alrsl vZted sort. We leave the matter for. the :ewm»t ore fully in
e .
come Seto discuss higher-order states of affairs so
comes

chapter 13.

8.8 STATES OF AFFAIRS RULE

ng 1 stime world
n 1 f affairs with the SpaC? X
We are ide ifying the totality of states o e §
plu ar"; ll'lltgl Cll e that there may be. (Although Olrllr atu ars m say hat

" t ‘l re:]m is all there is.) But there are philosophers who accep
the spacetime h h
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the existenc
e of fac i
e o ‘t:u or states of affairs, and of the properties and relati
realm, yet who deny ;‘:ts?dwh(? also accept the existence of the s r::t:.om
We may consider thee identity of the states of affairs with spacitirenlme
out in his 1992 book jg}osmofl of Reinhardt Grossmann, especiall :
existence of propert ., The Extrtence of the World. Grossm;nn uph {as e
bk the e alf) 1;5f and relations, taking them to be uni f o
. iversals
e ;ermino?; . flctt)s. But all these things he calls, in the un’fcimtd .
, ‘abstract’. Th : e
stand apart fr . They are not to be } .
om. © . e identifi i
calls the universe '}I]“aht great particular, the spacetime realm ?;ihw;th‘ o
es-+the universC. Ime W(?fld, total reality, is for him the. abs: avter l’re
hings stand apart.fro ne]rte;rmgly, but a little puzzlingly, although thraCtb e
holding between uni e universe, and although the instant%ari r lm'act
ol G SeVersals and portions of the universe link(;ndri?fanon
es
What sramments see rro reason tr) postulate uninstantiated unive :lrem
erties, relations and f given for this position? In particular, why d oo
Crommann sroes th acts have to be things apart from ,th L nar?
s t ¢ ‘universe ?
5. 6. Things Changeatbi; [colour shade, for instance, has no sizeuzwelrlse .
) , ; , r shape
emporal (o 7. If properties do not chan
. . 7). If th i ge. so propert
boime. the potuts bt? relatlorl of between is instantiateg bp r:es . n9t
nowhere and n(w;/,h m?g B e o Yht rele s
. en (o 10 ' , the relation |
that this is s0? It is n()tf - )). If an apple is red at time ¢, where i l“? .
is not about an indivi 10mt0(,l (p. 10). The fact that tw;) S y t‘w -
where and no when l;tlm thing and it does not involve }tius twl0 Ils o
: It is not possible t ‘ nie. Ic has no
) - 351 ;.
pZ;}ﬁ cemporal network (p “})) e to find this fact sonmewhere in the
ese arguments il
One heard them in :‘ljveh'a familiar, if now old-fashioned, 1
: . ‘ , Tin
object was to show that igh da‘ys of linguistic philosophy, b\j t}(\) e
all. You can’t locate b properties, relations and facts we ’ e e
e o e etweenness, so there is no such thi e oo
tences cont g the word ‘between’ are perfectly i ing, although sen-
. ctly intelligibl d
Grossmann™ i e
ann’s position 1
e T B ! course, Pref
quistic philo S€, preferable to the i it
are almost invite% t(: Sop hers. But it involves absurd Izrcl»:scefpnc;11 e
reject one of economy. We
suspect that u realm or the oth E
“for : : other. Sh
suggestion is that :‘“"“e infirmity, metaphysical dOUI: e ey
2t when we ouble-vision?
and when w say that the world i ston? My
¢ sav that it i ' rid is a world i
one world in twi) dftflt s a spatiotemporal system ofsates of afaits
; , We 1bi
tually to a degree o }Clrent ways, ways that are lingui 'are describing the
rthogonal to each other but g;}sﬂcally and coneer.
whic .
ich describe the one
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realm, a realm which 1s cruthmaker for the true statements in both vocab-

ularies. The hypothesis 1 advance is that the description in terms of states
of affairs is, if rather abstract, ontologically more fundamental. The

description in terms of a spatio—temporal system 1s, undoubtedly, much

more accessible epiStemically and conceptually. But the two descriptions

are describing the same reality.
There are plenty of precedents for such a situation- Consider the lan-

guages of the ‘manifest’ and the ‘scientific’ image and, for a particular
example, the way that the two languages are at odds with each other about
the notion of emptiness. The physicist may s3y that the volume occupied
by a table is mostly empty space. Provided that the particulate view of the
entities of physics is correct, he gives us truth at a deep jevel. But in a more
superficial way of talking, a table is t© be contrasted with such a thing as
an empty chest of drawers as not being full of hollows and emp&y spaces-

The two ways of talking do not easily mesh, although, with care, roug
hree—dimensional lan-

translations can be given.
between ordinary t
Jativity theory in par-

Consider again the distinction
guage and that four-dimensional language which re

ider closer to reality.
d ceasing to be become

ticular, and cosmological theory in general, cons
Ordinary notions like change, coming t© be an
sotnewhat inappropriate when considering things four-dimensionally. For
on of a four-
d well

instance, it is somewhiat inappropriate to speak of the destructi
dimensional particulur, although we understand what is being sal
al terms of what

ranslation int
| particular to be destroyed-

Consider further that nations are, presumab]y, nothing over and above
nationals, and perbaps 2 body of land, in extremely complex relationships
to each other. Yet the way We speak about the two 18 wildly different.
Citzens may, for instance, stand in all sorts of complex family relationships
to each other, relationships into which nations cannot enter. Nations can
make war with each other, have yarious sorts of governmenta] systerns and
legal arrangements, but in Jations or have

dividuals do not enter into suchre
such properties, although they may have some celations and properties that
he relations and

bear an analogy to U ¢ nations. Yet the

truthmakers for truths about nations are than a subclass of
heir citizens.

ties that would be raised

truthmakers for the truths about t
That being so, can W¢ not set aside the difficul
ality of states of affairs
jons, cannot

by Grossmann against our identification of the tot
with the spacetime system? Universals, and in particular relat

enough, and can providc at 0 tbur—dimension

itis for a three-dimensiona

properties o
no more
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be located. Perhaps s li inabili
lars (space-time points erhl o W_Ofld s  world of propertied particu;
proporeics and 1’elmionsp .aps) variously related to each other, with the
D e of locsrion universals, then truthmakers have been’ ided
It is true that Gross:: Spa’ce ind ime. -
propositional nature the::lnnS facts have what one might call 2 sther more
o e A our states of affairs. He admits negative states of
e e o weent lrelatlons between distinct states of affairs. But
difficulty in identifyin: ;e aro Up}?e‘ld by John Anderson, who foun.d no
tates of affaire. And :o; ; 1s frt)pt)stnon—hke entities with spatiotemporal
ot defordod i th,e reee , if it is thought that the theory of statis of
really need to admit sucfin t;e'm work carries cconomy too far, and that e
AR ings as negative states of affairs, and so on, th
identification. m to be any special difficulty in making su,ch Z:
It would, of course, be w i
tion of the spaceti ’ Olfthwh\le to try to work ‘ :
detail. 1 do : Otc zzrennel \:K:}:ld t:’Vlth a world of our sorts o?‘sltta::: 01? z:f:if:c?-
very largely a scientigc mls ccavse | think that the nature ofspacetims lin
competence. But the stat atte:‘, anq in any case a matter well beyond :ns
ontology ought to be,.thaetsito wammS Ppothess s so very geneZal > a:
:t)rts of views of space and tim:“;l:,i [b; compatible, as | conceive, V\"itil all
wve, but | think plausible, hypothesis i:1‘1::1::ii?:le‘:l‘::c;tlion’ o specele
ctaphysics.

WC haV’ st1 S - What( s sho (|‘)(“
¢ Stlll to con ld
sider
D ] . he tr“thl“i\kel’ﬁ tor n“)d:ll truth h l
' S shou -
ot €y require lltCeSSaIy and ﬂlerely pOSSlbl or are the
e states Of affairs

5016 tluth]llakels fOI 3.n truths the Contingent states Of aﬁhi : d h

rs and t ei‘

constituents? [ o

: t fo ;

the nex pt for the contingency hypothesi i

t two Chapters. esis. This will be matter for
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of affairs, where each state of affairs is
and F might have
the constitu-

We are arguing for world of states
a contingent being. If as being F is a state of affairs then a
existed, but the state of affairs might not have existed. Again,
ents 2 and F themselves might not have existed. They, too, are contingent

beings. These constituents are (thin) particulars and universals. The uni-
versals may be monadic, that i properties, Of polyadic, that is relations. The

relations are all external. Every truth, necessary as well as contingent, s0 runs
the hypothesis, finds its truthmaker of truthmakers here. A weaker hypoth-
esis, which may survive even if the strong hypothesis is false, is that these

contingent states of affairs are the cruthmakers for all contingent truths.

The particular question now tO be raised is whether these states of affairs
her, as Wittgenstein said his atomic facts are. Our
of affairs alone. (For Wittgenstein, of
Higher-order states of

jower-order states

are independent of each ot
concern is with first-order states
course, there are no facts except first-order facts.)

nient) states of affairs concerning
lly entail the existence of the

must, quite teivially, fail for

atfairs are (gon-superve
of affairs, facts about facts, and 50 automatica
lower-order states of affairs. Independence

them.
It is assumed here that there are first-order states of affairs. It could be,
in some sense of ‘could be’, that the world is such that every state of affairs
is a higher-order state of affairs relative to some further states of affairs. 1
think that Independence can then be reconstructed to cover this situation.
But the matter is very difficult, and will not be discussed further here.
What is Independence? States of affairs ar¢ independent of each other
if and only if: (1) no conjunction of states of affairs, including unit-
conjunctions, entails the existence of any wholly distinct state of affairs;
and (2) no conjunction of states of affairs, inctuding unit-conjunctions,
entails the non-existence of any wholly distinct state of affairs. The defini-
tion is given in this two-clause form

because it 18 assumed that there are
no first-order negative states of affairs.
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Wittgenstein has an important formulation of Independence at 5.135
in the Tractatus:

There is no possible way of making an inference from the existence of one situa-
tion to the existence of another, entirely different situation.

The point to be noticed is the phrase ‘entirely different’. Wittgenstein, it
appears, does not want to rule out an inference to a situation that is differ-
ent, but only to one that is entirely different. He is here making use by
implication (whether he is aware of it or not is a further matter) of the
notion of the partially different, and so of the notion of the partially iden-
tical. What he says seems full of insight, although the point needs to be
expressed in terms of entailment rather than inference. For instance, if one
state of affairs is a proper part of another, then the two states of affairs are
different but not entirely different, and the ‘larger’ state of affairs entails the
existence of the other one. But if the two states of affairs are wholly differ-
ent, then there is no entailment from one to the other.

At the same time, as has already been noted but is desirable to note
again, there can be sameness, strict identity, of constituents of states of affairs,
and yet the states of affairs be independent, wholly distinct. Let x be P and
y be Q. Provided that x and y are entirely different, then it will not matter
if P=Q. The two states of affairs are independent. Again, provided that P
and Q are wholly different properties, then it will not matter if x=y. The
two states of affairs are independent. We have scen, indeed, that if R is
non-symmetrical, then it is possible to have a’s having R to b and b’s having
R 10 a as wholly independent state of affairs, even although they have
exactly the same constituents.

This, it may be hoped, suffices to characterize the independence of states
of affairs, at any rate for the moment. But is the doctrine true? Most
philosophers who have considered the matter think that it is too strong to
be true. A recent commentator on the Tractatus speaks of the Myth of
Independence, something that Wittgenstein should have excised from the
book because there is no way to make it consistent with the rest of his

system (Bradley, 1992).

But what are the consequences of abandoning Independence? Let us
take as an example the claim that a certain relation is necessarily transitive.
The temporal relation of being before is a good candidate. It is an external,
and therefore a contingent, relation. (Remember that all the relations
invalved in states of affairs are contingent. The transitivity of internal rela-
tions such as larger than is supposed not to be a problem. See 4.13 in par-
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. . ed that
ticular.) It seems that if a is before b and b is before ¢, tbten l;;;:i:lgleindi_
4 is before ¢. And we have here what seem to be quite p
dates for three wholly independent states of affairs. e e sate .
This is disconcerting. Given out account of superfiepal Sm,es i,
affairs that a is before ¢ supervenes upon the Fwo ;ngxr\ne - Superveni‘
But in that case what becomes of the ontol(?glc’al octrel D in-
ence thus defined involves no increase of being? Are we prep

. ; e being
tain this deflationary ontological doctrine in the light of the cas

. y atio (he Cn(all d state
that, mn thlS situation, €
Exanuned Are we prepared to s’

i i itional to ¢
of affairs is not something ontologically additt

of affairs? t this point. 1f we
don Independence 2
Suppase though, thar ¥ lite): r:io(;(r'me, which should never be aban-

41l hold fast to the truthma ; ¢ truthmaker
iioned in ontological investigation although different sort*

for the entail-
can be postulated, then what truthmaker o behg ‘;Z‘l);:iszi of being before’.
ment? One might say, it is plausible to say, ']ust.t o ruchmaker here?
But what about being before is it that makes ¥ Sulmﬂ' irs of the form as beirg
Is it not the fact or law that if one has states Offan:::essif)’, one will have a
before b together with b being befor ¢ then onnections between dis-
further state of affairs a’s being before ¢? Necessary © connections between
tinct existences. Necessity if re: ].ndeed. ne;es%,srvwmt it looks like. The
state-of-affairs types. between universals. ‘T at lc ' being will have to be
doctrine that what supervenes is never an increas rveniences are ontolog-
abandoned. Furthermore, since at least Son}l]e ::;E:S of ‘uninnocent’ SUper-
jcally innocent in this way, we can _"‘Sk upho Lestion. Just how do we
venience to answer 2 difficult but .1mE::tg:nc:m answer be given (0 this
mark off the two types of supervemences:
question that is ot " h:i :ne Independence atc then, rather radi;atl,
ences of denying . Jined instead to©
m;};iai::f ?l:m many have perceived. 13 .therzgolrrfdl:;:ndencc If the
defend the radical and more economical éocmne
attempt fails, all will h*‘(;’c 'ef?t s{o{: :‘;g ack to being before. One could
What, then, is to be done: 1rst, ;

alntalnl"g dlal Ihe Han%lu‘/lly ()‘ belnq ’7( ore 15 ll()llll’(, alld thClLf()lL’
t m .
ry ] f o

essal
contingent, rather than absolutely necessat es, it does not scem very
repared for surprises from the natural .Sf“?“c. ' othing but contingent
planrx)sible to say that this particular tramsiciviey 15 I.]Avity appears to be part
. it
Faw misunderstood as absolute necessity: The trans

of the essential nature of being before.

141



* —

A world of states of affairs

Here is an another suggestion, more promising I hope. We start with
the simplest hypothesis about the natur.

atoms a relation holds, a relation
necessary truth, presumably it
will not be true a¢ all, that if 4 i before* b and p is before* ¢ then a is before*

¢ Transitivity fails for before*. An ordinary duration s 4 chain of these
before* relations, For a to be before 1s fo

of before* relations. Before is the ancestra]
with a chain of befores* will have to be e
scientific identitjes. But since before is a
truth that it js 5 chain of befores* will be a necessary one, giving the struc-
ture of the complex relation-universa] e ore.
To secure Independence i will be necessary to add that although a is
not before* ¢ o this state of affairs js a possibility. It is possible, for
instance, that 4 i linked to . by before* directly while being indirectly
linked by before* to ¢ iz 3 Before, therefore, must be a chain of pefores*
along with , totality state of affairs that contingently ryles out any such
1 eses about space and tine that con-

temporary cosmologists and quantum theorists embrace so easily, give the
upholder of Independence aid and comfore here

If all this is on the right track, then before stages of affairs will, in general,
be conjunctions of further sages of affairs ¢h

atare, at least relatively, atomic.
The transitivity of hefore reduces to the fact that if

of relations stretches from g ¢ b and from

a certann sort of chain

and, a5 result, no pext Instants?

In the former, no instant case, i would appear ficcessary to argue that
durations have 3 homogeneous structure, such that, among other things,
every duration is litera]ly made up of, 5 , structure, of shorger durations.
As a result, the duration from 4 to ¢ would actually be a seruceyre involv-
ing two wholly distincy durations: say, that from 4 to § and that from b to
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would be,
i made up of, and so
duration would be : | Jroud e,
course, the longer . . e o
i osed into parts in an infinite v ty .
Do Lo e 1d be capable of multiple parsings.
David Lewis’ phrase, the structure wou s of ' bing e 1
The idea will then be to argue that the state of a e o b e and
it junction of the states of affairs a’ : :
P A v efo rvenient upon the conjunction,
] ith a’ being before ¢ supe '
b’s being before ¢, with a* /o et upe
and not anything ontologically addzttonal;j tobfhz ec; gj e« Ganction as bafore®
s in a’s being before b and b’ : o
e 6 g isti just considered. But u
i i ier atomistic case jus e
oned in the easier a . - Cooermens,
funCt.lstic case, the two states of affairs will tbemselfvz:ﬁ) 'epsmtes P,
Zton]u pon "parsings' into further conjunctions o
antly, u
. ' t:
o 0 infnin involves a notion that we have already me.H
! e i wi
ested solution invo . ¢ o b ¢
The S:ngcf all the way down. The state of affairs olt; and bkgbemg e
uperver upon the conjunction of a’s being before ahuncts e 9 ¢
ene . :
Zuptef:vthe sul;)ervenience symmetrical). Thz two co [Jt bes aheads been
o 1 so on.
1 i rvenience, an ! as Y
i in symmetrical supe . e denti
mvo}c;?: this Zssay that, since symmetrical super\?rll)ler(lepistenﬁc) osbil
i e
zc:Zthing vicious in this infinite descent. W};atttzhit o D
! . . :
1 tants, bu n
i i t, genuine Ins no adoining
hat atomic terms exist, A e
1yt infinite number of these particulars, alrll T
tains an in e -
instants? Presurably the same sort of soluti e ations such
.Th > arently necessary transitivity of cer alt' it the sholder of
ek N 1 1 1€ :
before ipsponc of the more considerable d;fﬁ;ut e proveding discussion
Independ i hoped tha discu
‘ ace. It to be bob ituation 1s not
*pendence has to face. ' e
Im]hth’ dL’nts the way to a solution of the problem
at least poi |
! i as dis-
i flicult elsewhere. . cwical, such
Yo sogl first relations that are necessarily s‘yrnmnverse o
- ilre more general case of a relation an§ 1t§ ctoin o s oo
tar-lce,for t n upholder of Independence to say is tfa - }-(it Fines ‘empirt.
il hor y s}zate of affairs. Indeed, this follows rc})] e e
on]y(; ey dition for states of affairs that we
cal’ identity condi )
kier.
i i somewhat tric
o ly necessarily asymmetrical relations axl;e O e of
Apparently n s A
! an s T ing betweert
. external, how ¢ : one holding
o thal: p\hls' R to a without exclusion rel;tlt?n T e
irs of b% having et b
aﬂ::"l; distinct states of affairs? Suppose that t;l 1swever e e ot
nevess th that & is not before a? In fact, ho erting the necessity of
2 mocemaen & h. The assumption that leads to ass
a necessary truth.
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the truth i i
s that time :
without the two ends 2:“ be like 2 straight line that extends to infinty
r meeting. But i
31r_eady know that in certain s . df)es time have to be like this? We
will meet up with itself. 1 paces a straight line indefinitely prolonged
R . In a small ;
up with itself qui space of the righ i
uit ' ght sort i
o b (‘1 e soon. May not time be circular in th t would meet
e ‘eternal return’, which i e same way? This
events, but instead tim , which is the repetition of the same fype f
ently showed that d,: ilcmény coming round upon itself. Godel ZllIIJ’PS?lO
General Relativi ular time was compatib i . "
elativity (19 -ompati le with the equation
even be PhYsicall;’y (0 9[3 [1949)). This suggests that circulai1 tim -
no reason why it slIi)oSSlld e. Once this is allowed, then there seemse m;y
: u ‘ '
in a very small circle. W r::’t be possible that time comes round ontii ;
. . 3 e
quite large, so that the asemnmow that the circle, if it exists at all, is acm:ll
we have experience Bu’: mmetry of before is maintained for tim;s of wh'cii
ble that a given 4 ca-n . bit s;e;ns plausible that it is metaphysically i
. e both befor possi”
ph‘[/\s‘c““‘/ possible.  and after some b, and it may even be
nd we migh ;
. ght consid i ;
big’ facts or states of affe-r this. Exciumon facts or states of affairs
at least al the posiiv airs, or so it has been argued (8.7). Th are prety
o befor b e states of affairs in some domain as ir : h CZ demand
. we ne s truthn
¢ least all the ccates O{e;raa truthmaker for the truth that b is rizte;' Ihus,
states airs i . o S efor
between the two objects “iﬂ involving positive temporal relations h ld'e .
argued. We need the hi ‘\i, ndeed, we need more than that, or is()(')t \i:ig
the positive states of a frg fr-()rdi'r state of atfairs or fact ‘hit " .l lsl
to load all this airs that link @ and b temporall At these dre
N s onto the relation pefore? porally. Are we prcp;nrod
ng from relatio .
. n :
involve exclusions Ths to properties, the problematic cases
having two pmper.de ere appear to be no cases where S“ are ones tha,t
distinct from the twos seems to ensure that it has a third ,pr:)y' an Obiieclis
or ; ¢
be wholly distinct from t}:g.lnal Pi'opemes. (Conjunctive pro pe l’;Y “; ; y
erty exclusion, or at le e;r conjuncts.) A scheme for dealinp . '6}51 -
& 4.2). IF thing has ast for certain cases, has already bee i‘m; grop_
2 mass of a ki n sketched (4.1
the mass of a kilogram, then i .
sofapound. T " , then it cannot hav i
of mass one kilogram h: explanation given was that for son: a;:hat tlmbe
it must b ething to be
composed of, i . e (among m
, " identical with, j g many other de iti
which bas the mase ofl with, just two non-overlappin C;mposmons)
pound. If we think of,_? Po““d and the other the mass ifo f’fts o of
Gmiversal is 2 conjuncty niversals as state-of-affairs types th e e Kilo
l . .
one pound state-of- affvé state-of-affairs type. It is the ¢ s Ko
airs type and a further state-of- (grn,!uwnon of the
-of-affairs type. In the
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gurther state-of-affairs type, some object that in no way overlaps the object

in the first state of affairs has the mass that makes up the difference becweernt
a kilo and 2 pound. In a clear sense then, 1D something close to the
he one kilo universal contains the one pound uni-
als, therefore, are different universals
So there 18 1O challenge t0
n extension of the logic of

mereological sense, t
versal as proper part. The two univers
but they are not wholly different.

Independence. The idea that mereology 15 2

identity, because it deals with partial identities, 1 jmportant here.
jc masses is an

This is only the beginning. The case of macroscop

extremely favourable case for us. The question remains whether such 2
treatment can be extended to such things a3 the incompatibility of shapes,
where the difficulties seem technical only, t© the incompatibility of very
e, the masses of point particles such as the elec-
dary qualities such as the colours, see 4141,
es, the question M3y well turn on the

small masses — for instanc
tron, see 4.22 — and to secon
In the case of the secondary qualith

truth or otherwise of physicalistic reductions.
The case of irreducibly intensive quantities, already discussed in 4.22,
of this

deserves a little recapitulation. \We saw that if there are properties
sort, then it will not be possible t0 exchibit them as states of affairs types of
Jar with such an intensive quantity does not

a conjunctive sort. A particu
lars where each of these par

break up into two non-overlapping particu
ticulars has ‘part’ of the quantity.

It is clear that if there ar¢ irreducibly intensive quantitics, the
violate Independence. If a certain particular has a certain degre
quantity, then the state of affairs of 1t having 2 different degree of this
quantity will be excluded. (And, it would seem, not merely nomically)

Yet this cannot be explained away in terms of parts of the on¢ particular,
with the lesser degree strictly a property of a mere part of the particular,
as it can be in the cas€ of an extensive quantity.

Besides cases of necessary exclusion, €ases of necessary co-extens
demand consideration. Elliot Sober (1982), for instance, has argued that
being a three-sided plane figure and being @ three-angled plane figure (being tri-
lateral and being triangular) distinct but necessarily co-extensive proper-
ties. He argues that the two properties have different causal powers: The
three sides would set off a machine that counted sides. but not one that
counted angles, and vice versa.

But it seems plausible t0 52y that the angles in question involve as part

on meeung

of their being sides meeting at a point, and the sides in questl
at a point involve a5 part of their being the forming of angles. So 1t can

1 they will
e of such 2

jon
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good stead.)

George Molnar has suggested 1o me that cases where possession of one
Property appears ¢o
will test Independence more severely, Velocity entailing (some) direction,
or colour entailing extensjon €an be instanced. Such cases are somewhat
murky, and demang more discussion thap can be given here. An upholder

teriori, as a resyly of scientific investigation of the fundainenta| universals,
the fundameng,] quantities, relations, etc. tha are to be found instantiated
in the worlq This sort of investigation has always been a central part of
the scientific enterprise, along wigl, establishing laws a1y the large-scale
history anqg geography of the universe, (Allowing tlyae many have wished
to substityte tropes, or even mere clagses ofparticulnrs, for universals here.)
The truth about the Structure of thege universals wil be, for reasons spelt
out earlier, fecessary truth. By i will be 3 necessity established empir-
ically, The truthmaker wil] be the relevant univerga), byy that this universal
eXists, j.e. Is instant]aCCd, is a contingent Mmatter,

Independence

ir entailments,
d lap we can hope to present these overlaps, and so the
o overla
i icuous manner. . . erties, yet
in afpersplzu lours, say, are simple, or relatively simple, prop that they
instead colours, say, ; termine
th l also sustain internal relations with each thCr tha;gesituation s much
eXZUde cach other from the very same pamcull)ar’ tte incompatibility not
; ru
i i take this as a mere : vidlize the
zzling. It is hard to to trivialize
g;)trhe fuex licgable. Independence would do SomTthfigalizatiOn is a not~
i terrelal relr;tions between universals, and successlfu ;rlllnd particularly in
in . is to be fo y
; lanation. (It is : hieve
-be-despised mode of exp ivial matter to ac
toa:)}:?e:;gcs and philosophy. It is by no means a trivial
m
it! is false, as I trust that
1t.)]t ay be noted finally that even if Independencs 1srfairdstiCk e
. o .
itis nr:t yit can serve most usefully as a measurmg[“:_or an);' two wholly dis-
’ neral,
: any, cases. In ge ible wholly
hat it holds for many, m, . for possible
:ilrf?:: ;tates of affairs neither will entail the other, 3::: odfer. In general,
distinct states of affairs neither Wll_l e)dede ticular circumstances,
Independence holds. If it fails, it fails in highly pa\rx/e will want to say:
\:hicri)m we will want to discuss and catalogue. It while recognizing
Independence holds, with these exceptions. for n;)’:; ‘I have hopes that
the fi)iﬂiculties in the most sweeping claim }:)esis \yNould certainly sin1-
Independence holds unrestrictedly. This hypot

plify the theory of modality.
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10
I TRUTHMAKERS FOR MODAL TRUTHS

Knowledg
e th i :
tnowled ée N at p entails belief that p, but belief that p does not ent il
at isi . nta
s goiog 4 : Raising the arm entails that the arm goes up but the
what is acf,u 1p does not entail that the arm was raised. In the sam
S ali i . . e way,
result, just as wesaPEssﬂ:e, but what is possible need not be actual Asya
what st be addsed\:’ al: must E)e added to belief to yield knowledée and
are tempted to ask wl'(: the arm’s going up to yield raising the arm, so we
yield its actuality Theap: m;lls‘l bl: added to something merely possible to
: arallel, howe 1
add somethin : . ver, is a dangerous one. Y
to ) . You cannot
allel with kno%vled‘;hat 1; nhot there in the first place. So to pursue the par
¢ and the will is to . -
merely possible. grant some ontological status to the
Such a status is, 1
status 1s e : .
affairs. For one col;l:indt‘d' compatible with a metaphysics of states of
actual ones and those atr}:;ue that there are two sorts of states of affairs: the
have some form o{‘rear at are merely possible. The latter, one could say,
Tractatus, the pioneer F > A'S a matter of fact, a recent interpreter of the,
this way (Bradle lggazcmahst metaphysic, interprets Wittgenstein in just
the path of Leib:iz d). There would then lie open a choice berwjeen
spirit of Leibniz (: ! ‘Lth»; path of David Lewis. That is, one can in the
r ‘Leibniz’) tak ; i
be non 1 e actuali d ibili
-relational ¢ . ty and mecre ossibili o
philosaphy therzl properties’ of the states of affairs. (In cl;ntem 2’ :
world tut b are also theories that allow only one actual por’y
, ave many ‘abstract’ ual, concrete
: . worlds onl Sy ’
its relation to the only one of which is actuali
Gomal viour ‘ottll: concrete world.) Or one can take an index:t;llahzed lby
S a C -
are always actual rt ;quld—ma[es' as Lewis puts it, things in the sameo:vcrfl:i
point of obj relative to each other and merely possibl L
of objects in other worlds y possible from the stand-
A doctrin )
e of merely possi
. ssible states of affai
with Naturalism, i} s of affairs, however, is i i
, in our sense of th . , is incompatible
spacetime system : e term, the view that th -
and , at the world 1s
nothing more. To this an upholder of the ontologa
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ical reality of the merely possible can of course reply: ‘S0 much the worse
for Naturalism’. But the merely possible entities labour under 2 great dif-
ficulty, the same difficulty as that already mooted for uninstantiated uni-

versals (3.8). The merely possible can stand in no causal relation to the

ual can have effects upon the actual. Indeed, the merely

actual. Only the act
possible cannot stand in any external relation to the actual, for instance in

any spatiotemporal relation. It 1s true that the merely possible lacks causal

and Spatiotemporal relation to the actual, butsuch a lack 1s nota real rela-

tion, Again, the merely possible can resemble the actual to various degrees,
but such resemblance is an internal relation.

Given this absence of external relation, in particular causal relation, of
the merely possible to the actual, it becomes very hard to see how we could
know or even have any reason to believe in the existence of merely pos-
sible entities. Our beliefs have causes. In favourable situations, certain
state of affairs in the world acts upon us, say in perception, and as a result
we come to know or believe that that state of affairs obtains. A counter

factual is true. If that state of affairs had not existed, then, barfing unusual
acquired that belief. Contrast the

circumstances, we would not have
hether it does not exist, the course

merely possible. Whether it exists of W
of thought in the actual world is exactly the same: The alternative, to allow

the merely possible a link, even 2 counterfactual link, with the actual 1s 0
bring the two realms together in 2 single actuality. contradicting the
hypothesis. In this respect, the postulation of merely possible entities, the

ke the postulating of entities

giving them some sort of being, is quite unli

in the natural sciences. That is why this chapter will proceed on the
ble is non-existent.

assumption that the merely possi

But, of course, it 13 often true that some state of affairs is possible,

although the state of affairs does not obtain. Again, it is often true that it
xist. What

is possible that some object exists, although the object does note
upply for these truths?

truthmakers are we going to §
Turning to necessity, 1t entails actuality, sO necessary truths do not rase
possibilities. But necessity seems to add

such a sharp dilemma as mere
something to actuality, and what can be the truthmaker for this addinon?
Perhaps necessary states of affairs are required? We have, indeed, 3 general

problem: what cruthmakers can our ontology supply for modal truths?

It may be suggested that truths of possibility and necessity require NO
truthmaker. That would be 3 natural way t© read the Tractafus. This,
however, is an enoOTMOUs and implausible disvaluing of modal truths. 1
suggest, against Wittgenstein, that a modal truth, like any other truth, has
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a subject matter, and it gives us information about that subject matter. And
this, for us at least, demands something in the world in virtue of which
these truths are true.

The following compromise proposal is here advanced. All states of
affairs are contingent. Their constituents, both particulars and universals,
are likewise contingent existents. Since the world is a world of states of
affairs, there are no other truthmakers for any truths except these contin-
gent states of affairs and their contingently existing constituents. Modal
truths, therefore, while not contingent truths, have nothing but these con-
tingent beings as truthmakers.

Suppose, for instance, that it is true that it is possible that a has the rela-

tion R to b and also true that it is possible that b has R to a, where g, R,
and b all exist and R is a dyadic universal and an external non-symmetri-
cal relation. The truthmaker for both these different modal truths will be
the same mereological sum: a+R +4b. Notice that for modal truths, as for
other truths, there is no assumption that the truth—truthmaker relation, the
correspondence relation, is always one—one. And notice also that the class
{a, R, b} is not required as truthmaker (though of course it exists), but the
mere mereological sum.

Consider again the necessary, if unexciting, truth that if P and Q are
two universals, then P is different from Q. The truthmaker for this truth
1s‘nnthing but P+Q. 1t seemns to be a necessary truth that a particular of a
kilogram in mass contains a proper part that is a pound in mass. The truth-
maker for this is again the two universals, assuming that is what they are,
being a kilogram and being a pound.

The truthmaker or truthmakers for a particular modal truth will make
Fhat truth true in virtue of nothing more than relations of identity (strict
identity) and difference holding between the constituents of the truthmaker.
(I.dentiry will be especially conspicuous in the case of necessary truths,
difference in the case of truths of possibility.) Identity and difference may
be merely partial (see 2.32), a matter that has not received sufficient atten-
tion in the past. These relations are, furthermore, internal relations. And

yvhatever be the case with other internal relations, it is surely plausible that
identity and difference constitute no ontological addition, no addition of
being. If so, the ultimate truthmakers for modal truths are nothing more
than the terms of these relations, terms which are all of them contingent
beings.

It will emerge that this view stands in very close relation to the doctrine
of Independence, which we will be coming back to shortly. A warning
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. b
must be added. That identity and difference lie at the heart o; n;(s)iﬁ;it:hez
o means implies that the modal status of a truth can always ; S o
by a priori or conceptual reasoning. For Instance, our argy

1t1 ori. perhaps, for
means rules out the establishment of necessities a posterior, P p!

1 O molecule.
instance, the identity of a water molecule with an H;

: i en rejected,
Although Wittgensteinian extremism about mg@ahttiylll };a;;; on e iy e
it must be conceded that what s be'mgAput forw.ar 1s S e rer and ove
trine of modal truth. The non—deﬂatlor.lary view 115 :t ate,s o g here
the contingent states of affairs (auto@tlcally, actua e o . (And
are both merely possible states of affairs and necess.alz e of the most
such a non-deflationary view is, of course, 2 lrwh view here defended
serious consideration.) But although deﬂanor:;;’, t ; el as opposed
may be said to be an intensional account of modality, e physical D in
to the extensional view proposed by those wh.o pu e ates of s
possible worlds. For it is the individual §onst1Fuen §OUS e, a5 the e
themselves, in the actual world, that seTve, in their vart o Sics, = possible
truchmakers for the modal truths. BY contrast, 3 me PaZd bty an
worlds takes necessity t© be a universall qu;;nuﬁ(iztslon,
existential quantification, over 2 plurality of ‘W(:being upheld if we con-
1t may help to explicate further the pomt;o e tonles plane s 8
sider another fairly trivial necessary truth: that l;q i P ming
property different from being a body not aftefi upott Y-ted u‘pon by a force.
that there are no frictionless planes oF bodies not‘ntforced p—
what are the truthmakers for this cruth? Are w¢

stantiated universals? . L dificulty Assuming for
The problem can be resolved without muc . poss'\ble i

lFllCItY s Sake that the two pxope!tles Ulldel dlSCUSSIOH ar

universals),

versals (which does not of course make th;m ker for the necessary truth
they are complex possible universals. The ruthi? fairly plain. Actual plane
that they are different possible properties 13 ;hen al:g;fal bodies are acte
e S
e friction b ter or lesser degrees ' - reals
surfaces exhibit friction 1n rea - ceantiated universas
: on by forces in greater OF lesser degree. Thes:): m-”:n the two merely

p}r)ovide sufficient truthmakers for the difference DETW

possible universals.

t y ha e to b(‘
1 riﬂgs out (he point hat diffCrent modal U h ¢
IhlS b truths na v

w o general tax-
rovided with truthmakers in different ways. (Andf 1 l:;;\;ef:ceg e
. omy of these ways 0 offer.) But it also brings us fac with am
on

1bili iversals that could
serious problem. What of the (apparen) .pOSSlblhw Of;ml\;ress of universals
be but a}:e not in fact instantiated and which are nof comp

151



A world of states of affairs

that are instanti
tiated somewh
that are nsantaed, ere and somewhen? These i
naced s are what David
Cows cal alen uny [::;ilalsh (i986b). By hypothesis, they are not instanti
: . , gh Lewis, if he i g
juec In our worl , were to accept universals, co
inscan Chauvmist;n stlt)e.r yvorlds. That option is not available for l.;S o:(led
\ . Yet is it not possible th ] ;
e, p e that this world might h
. : t have con-
ol instamiategs o'f such universals, universals alien rgelative to tlrlle
universals? But what is the truthmaker for this appa
r—

ent modal truth?

We Shau hOW v p
s eVer, po one t matter
> Stp he COnSlderation Of thlS 1mportant

and turn f0! h p Ty
the present to que l‘()]l ll) 101
q St S about more 01'din3 pOSS' ll i
€s.

10.2 PO
SSIBILITY IN A LOGICAL ATOMIST WORLD
10.21 Logical Atomism

Logical Atomism i
mism is the hypothesi
. sis that at the b
are nothing but sim : the bottom of the world the
(the relatiois bein‘g aﬁ}ee pta mc‘f)lars' simple properties and simple relatior:
) xternal) which :
of affairs (facts ) ch are the constituents of atomi
s s). . t
science wi(ll in t)in:: : 1h~yp0them only. It may be that the :‘:’“i::tzsf
even take some hope 1; e it :]cem a plausible hypothesis. Its uphold%rs ﬁmy
§ > trom the quantizati i '
of contempora quantization that is so conspi
‘ ry fundamental physic bspicuous a feature
time. Max Planck physics, although yet to be applied to s
. . o 2 tO SPa >
spacetime is an ‘mﬁ”?ﬂy yet point the way in "“‘t“PhYSii[') A"d();‘i:'f(‘f
compatible with .Lmi(‘ “JSScmblagc of spacetime points th‘.lt will st'lll bl‘
Logical Atomism isoi-,lc.lxl Atomwm. But although only an b (;{L s:
perhaps solved Wit}:i:a;gblfer simplification. Probleins can be p);‘:ed :u;d
from Atomism is framework, and onl )
mism a i ’ y then need wi
more general thenod COI;SIder. “.,ljlethef we can advance from a s eeca‘t:]StraCt
ry of possibility. Take the easier problem flrstF" e

10.22 Emergence and Logical Atomism

Before proceedi

: ng further, th it is desi

10wmg (epistemi o Ough, it is desirable to take

simple pnfticu;::z) f:;sns)llllt}". If all particulars dissolve intcz1 Zstseerc:litlil;et;ocl)}

chen it is easy ¢ -anda u.nlvgrsals into assemblages of si i

ics or relaﬁznso f;a]l into thfnkmg that simple unifersa]s Sﬁiltehumversals’

was in the thox'xg;\ismsffamlatefi PY simple particulars aione Pei;]pmp;r-

Russell. But we can mc:h the 9"3‘“31 Logical Atomists, and. in o 1;lt
er easily conceive of there being partic lpartlcl: al:

ulars whic
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are not atomic but which have atomic properties and/or relations. Thus,

suppose that atomic particular a has atomic F and stands in the atomic rela-

tion R to the atomic particular b, which has atomic G. It may be that the
non-atomic particular a+b has the further atomic property H, although
neither a nor b (nor, indeed, any sum of proper parts of a and b) has prop-
erty H. It might further be that, for atbto instantiate atomic H, one of
the two particulars nomically had to have atomic property F while the
other had to have atomic property G. [n this situation, perhaps, the mol-
ecular state of affairs a’s being E-+b’% being G+a’s having R to G nomically
ensures [a+b]’s having H. We might call H an ‘ontologically Gestalf’ prop-
scenarios could be devised. But it will be seen

erty. Other, more complex,
ompatible with emergent

that Logical Atomism could in this way be made ¢

laws, as the above law might well be.
his case the purity of the Atomism is sullied

It might be objected thatin t
because the H state of affairs cannot be the only state of affairs in which @

and b appear as constituents. The particulars 4 and b must have properties
of their own and so the H state of affairs involves the existence of tWO
further states of affairs. However, (a) if a Strong principle of the Rejection
of Bare Particulars is accepted, i.€. if each atomic particular has t© have
some non-relational property, then the instantiation of H would not seem
to falsify the spirit of Logical Atomism, because d and b would have had to
have non-relational properties in any case. Furthermore, (b) if it is wished
to jettison this Principle, we have already canvassed (without endorsing) the
possibility that there ar¢ ultimate particulars that have nothing but relations
(see 6.1). We could then amend our case by stripping 4 and b of their non-
relational properties, yet still have a+b instantiate H.

We might call a Logical Atomism that did not allow ‘emergence’ of this
sort micro-reductive Atomism. The discussion here may be linked with the
point made at 3.9 that a Physicalism is not necessarily 2 micro-reductive
Physicalism. We may also note that, although non-atomic particulars are
thus permitted as constituents of atomic states of affairs, there seems to be
lable for non-atomic universals. That this 15 s0

no such dispensation aval
conjunctions of state-

follows from our account of

of-affairs types (3.72).

complex universals as

10.23 Independence and Logical Atomism

Consider, now, a Logical Atomist world. Stipulate further that we con-
sider only first-order states of affairs. It has already been suggested, with
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Russell, that we wi i
the state of affaeir‘:,;l:‘ E}elzullre at least one totality state of affairs, and that is
states of affairs (8.7) Butof\‘v er_t(:rder sates of affirs being the torality of
high\ver—order states of aﬁ‘airsotrh:t ethi:?:‘atyv:; ignore this and any ofer
€ are mtere i Yo ’
interested in l:hes:::irel o th?bp-)lcj) 5'51bﬂltles for this world, in particular we are
These possibiliics arep:ﬁsz) f1 l:1es, the ones ‘over and above’ the actualities.
our general approach, the ontl em (merely possible) states of affairs. Given
are particulars withot;t an y Othe.r candidates for possibilities, it appears,
and properties and rclatioy P:’PCYUCS Or.relations (totally bare particulars)
sible? It has already been A instantiated. Are such things pos-
that properties are ways t ;ftguﬁfi, against more substantialist conceptions,
cach other (3.6). If this i at things are anfi relations ways things stand to
tions are very strange be.COrr.ect, then uninstantiated properties and rela-
that nothing is. Can w;nfskmdeed' For they will be ways that are ways
Similarly, totally bare parti 316 such ways with ontological seriousness?
would a thing be chatph dcu - W_Ollld seem to be strange entities. What
thing else? (See 7.3 Juzt no vestige Of a nature and no relation to any-
instantiated, so presu;llab] a; uninstantiated universals might have been
relations.) y bare particulars might have had properties and
We appear to have .
perhaps t}l:e strong,eas\tmcclilr(:si]rc;MO~n to assert the existence of such entitics,
things could have any ca.u elmt‘or.‘ being the difficulty of seeing how such
related particulars. But [ 1:?. r;-lamm to 1 world of propertied and inter-
there are such entities as u 2 ltducmm to claim that it is impossible that
egories of possibility and ninstantiated ways and bare particulars. The cat-
many philosophers. It ha “ECQSSWY have entered deep into the thinking of
whether it is a contin enst ecome a reflex to ask of any proposition at all
too far. Without abangdonj’flr a;: ecessary truth. This may be taking things
as some have done, we m_\ght ¢ whole necessary/contingent distinction
where the theory o,f modali t ask whether at the bottom, the bottom
truth. If, in particular, we h(:y gets stated, we want to do more than claim
then it would seem t;) make f}? as I do, for a reductive theory of modality.
that the theory itself has som ings very much harder to have to maintain
as I maintain, that there ar, ¢ modal status. It may be, then, that it is trwe,
ticulars, but that this is ne?t}r::r ‘;“;‘;Sct:nmted universals and no bare par-
some truths ar . ssary nor a contingent truth. t
truths that are fxe?;xcetrsfry' some contingent, but that tiere are hﬁxr’i::r
But [ believe that the ecessary nor contingent may seem a hard sayin
suggestion ought at least to be seriously considemg'
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£ affairs that do not obtain that we will

At any rate, it 1s among states O
look for the paradigms of possibility. For the present, let us consider only
£ affairs. Given this restriction, noO

possible atomnic, strictly atomic, states o
two (thin) particulars overlap. They are not merely ‘distnct existences
they are ‘wholly distinct existences’- They do not even have partial iden-

tity. They are wholly different. It is a natural thought, at Jeast within the

Humean tradition of thinking about possibility, that the existence of one
of these thin particulars never entails and never excludes the existence of

any other. What about the simple properties and simple relations? They
The simplest hypothesis

too will be wholly different from each other.
about them, attracave if only because of its simplicity, is the parallel idea
that, first, every simple property is compossible with every othet, and,
second, that all simple relations ar¢ compossible also, so that any n-place
relation may hold between of fail to hold between any # particulars- The

internal relation of mere difference of particulars, of properties, of rela-

tions, automatically yields possibihties in these cases-
It will be seen that the above is the hypothesis of Independence applied
to the first-order Logical Atomist world that we are at present considering.

We see also, what has perhaps alized, that the mere

not always been 1€
Atomism of Logical Atomisn does not automatically nvolve Independence-
f atomic states of

You could hold that the world is a huge conjunction 0
affairs, states of affairs that have none but simple particulars having noné
¢ maintain that entailments and

but simple properties and relations, ¥¢
exclusions hold between thesc atomic states of affairs. You would not then
be able to hold a purely Combinatorial theory of possibility.

The hypothesis of {ndependence faces real difficulties and 1t Was sug-
gested in the previous chapter that it may be the task of total science t0

decide, to the extent that the question €an be decided, whether or not1t1s
est inform us about the nature of

true. For it is science, after all, that can b »
es and relations. But let us consider for 2

fundamental properties, quantity : »
moment the problems faced by an hypothetical Aromust who dgme}
Independence. (W hether such a on¢ should be called 2 Logical Avonmst 13
perhaps a merely verbal question.) As we have just noteg, what such an
Atomnist would have to hold is that there are certain simple propertics

in wholly disunct

and/or relations which necessitate the presence of certain \
Jude them. These necessitations and exclu-

and simple universals or else €X¢ ¢
sions will follow certain rules, presumably. What might thes¢ rules ber

In the case of properties W€ have the distinction between determu-lables
and determinates, with determinates falling under the same determinable
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excluding each
other
o ﬁ‘c;lm the very same particular. Presumably these
Independence sho ldg the cases that a Logical Atomist who /
et betueon c‘;t apl?eai)to. It is to be noted, however, that :)hrzfcc;s'es
eterminables and d i , ‘ "
arally and tran eterminates fits iti
<pare ¢ quantities most nat-
minima, are not s[zm ?edyéallld quantities, with the possible e’(ceptio“a‘(’f
the opponent oflncfe ~e N ; ours d.o appear to have but little structure and
ent lack of structurep B enee will presumably make play with this a[;par
(4,141 colonurs have S-t ut-if a physicalist account of colours is correct
and s | ructure, even if structure wi
¢ o colours are not simple ¢ are unable to perceive,
ransitivity is perh .
If ais before b anlc)l b b?:'s morethPCful for the opponent of Independence
ore ¢, then i .
but additi , then it may be ar iti
conal st . ! gued that it is a su i
chapter it was ate of affairs that a is before ¢. However, in Sthpewen'lem
su! ; ¢
fact an ontolOgicﬁgﬁ;e-q that the supervenient state of affairs isr:\wto i
the situation is like ;Flon' Given a finite number of atoms of d ot' n
other. That is ;hc funad inked chain. Adjoining links are linked tum IOE
adjoining links, but it :}nxental relation. There is a relation be‘“’eerof T:C
S, is not somethi i i
more than the i i ing ontologically additi :
: : ly additiona
links. Yt is true tht:trauon of the relation holding beeween the l'dl't ning
, as we have noticed in chapter 9, the cas hal Jo:inmg
, the case where dura-

tions subdivid infi
ca St is
be do _ d infinitum is rather more trick
ealt with. ricKy. But PCTh;lpS it, too, can

10.24 Necessary states of affairs?

Suppose, though, th
e tmtgh of;:oilr;oependence must be given up. Continuing to
that certain state—of—aﬁ’air:m’ the-n the falsity of Independence will “ia“
either entail or exclude st thpes involving nothing but simple universals
This is not a matter of coa es of affairs involving further simple universals
Independence would no't‘“g‘gem laws of nature. If it were the latter ther;
present considering supervene threatenéd- These entailments we are o
involved. But it can hardly b ¢ on the existence of the particulat universal
being, no ontological acldY i © @ supervenience that involves no increase f
that we have supported inlttl::-n’ the doctrine of the ontological fre;elajncoh
essary states of affairs, much ll'i(work. {¢ would seem that we require Bec”
states of affairs woul:i s o 13W§ of nature buc not contin

eem to be higher-order states of aﬁ‘airgse?r:;/:i:::;

connections b :

R etween sim ;

simple en st ple universals, that i :
state-of-affairs types , is, connections berween
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n. Various difficulties may

[ submit that this is a fairly puzzling situatio
g such entities i

be proposed for necessary states of affairs. (1) Postulatin,
less economical. 1 do not want to put foo much weight on this. The
Necessitarian Factualist, as we may call an upholder of this position

(‘Necessitarian’ for short in this context), may not be very impressed by

economy, and will in any case argue that in this situation the economy is

a false one.
(2) The necessary states of affairs involve epistemological problems.
How do we come to know, of have rational grounds for believing 1n, such
states of affairs? The answer that a necessary states of affairs acts upon our
dge or cational belief 1n the existence of the
e. It would certainly be difficult

to integrate this account into cognitive psychology- But perhaps it can be
said that such a state of affairs is a plausible postulation, 2 postulation that
explains (by providing a special sort of truthmaker) the peculiar nature of

certain entailments and exclustons?

(3) But now for more serious difficulties. The simplicity of the uni-
versals involved creates a problem. What foundation can there be in these
simple entities for the entailments and exclusions? It would seem that these
relationships must forever be opaque to the intellect, inexplicable in the
same way that ultimate contingent cruths are opaque. They are truly brute
necessities.

The point to be emphasized is this. By contrast with th
sities’ Independence is a transparent doctrine. It is a simpler and more
economical idea than the alternative conception Of conceptions, which

indeed are still to be worked out. As Kit Fine has poimed out to this author
(see also ch. 9), with Independence W¢ are asking the umversals to do less,
indeed a minimum, in the way of truthmaking. That must yield 2 gain in

be able to se¢ why

plausibility. But sall more than this, we seem 0
it evident that

Independence should hold. Leibniz seems t0 have thought
compossible- Let us be the Jast to claim that the

hers on SUCh matters arc¢ sacmsanct‘.

intellect, producing knowle
state of affairs, is perhaps not very plausibl

¢ ‘brute neces-

§imple properties are all
intuitions of even the greatest philosop
But they have some weight.

(4) A problem that the Necessit
various infinite regresses that face any
ular how to deal with the Bradleyan regress:
the constituents of a state of Affairs have to be held together by an OT&”
nizing relation, but that this relation itself becomes a further constitu-
ent, equally requiring 2 neW organizing relation that welds the original

arian must face is how o deal with
Factualist philosophy, and in partic-
where the argument 1s that

157



A world of states of affairs

organizing relation igi
o Wge el wit:;) ‘t};:?. Orlglglal constituents, so that the problem is not
' is problem b inti
contingent ‘relation’ i y pointing out that, on .
that organize i , once given the
cominSER” s the cont i
celation’ is fu ' stituents into a state of affai i
dleged ncl tJ‘ osrtsthe state o.f affairs itself on our view), then all th:“ﬁ: (t}:hs
Then, it was a “Z“e}clessltated, and so supervene upon the state { g .
» rgued, these relatio i otatals
' gued, ns are no i i
o ' inc
afl;er i the original state of afair rease of being. Their truth-
ut once necessa .
ry states of affair i
10 contineent s are admitted alongsid iti
. i . gside and addit
rogress an% o(h;t:‘s‘ O}f affairs, then this way of dealing with the Bradll: I:lal
e Necossin ch regresses becomes suspect. What superven i o
necessary truth g::\n’ 21:“-0 matically no ontological addition YC:;_‘Z::;
ands its own .
N R , €Xtra, neces i
t}cgsntarlan s world becomes very fuli inde t‘;ry sate of affaie, then the
t is true that th i e
e Necessitarian mi isti
' might dist i
are ontologically i & stinguish between td
i necessities that
for truthmakersy Ind Ocjnt ernd those that demand necessary states of affaiis
e T ﬁm.her 5:- , thlts v}\‘lould seem to be the best line for a Necessi
X im might then b i
in the regresse ; e made that the n ities i
u ¢ : ecessiti
e beingn{c:er dlslcussron are innocent ones, and so do note isr::c:,lo‘ved
i . wo , ve an
i3 princisled dtin t_u d greatly strengthen the Necessitarian position here
do e w};iChcdron could be drawn between those necessities which
s 0 not, require nece ‘ e "
ers, between th i e necessary states of affa
, ¢ ontologic: ’ s of affairs as truthmak-
ences. Such a princi ]0?“?\".\/ loaded and ontologically innocent superve i
So much i plec distinction seems, at present at least, | k e
n criticls CE : sentat feast, ek g
o w;lsn‘\ 0(. Factualist  Necessitarianisi, But these
perhaps a proof of Ind y constitute a disproof of Necessitarianism and -0
. ‘ . )
indeed insisted. that mipendence, by reductio ad absurdum. It is conceded
: ) , like most other and ‘ '
physics, deduct i and perhaps all itions i
’ ve propositions -
Indeed, we have Suzgsproc;f gr proof of Independence F;s not to"l;c:n lft::i
> ested that the | .
can be a last w ! ast word on th it i
ord, is - _ e proposition, if t
But it is to be hoped ':L‘;re leely to be said by science th;:‘ by Phi’losoh:e
has done something to ;t e spelling out of the Necessitarian alternaiiv);
g to show the attractions of Independence 1
, or, at least,

1ts attractions gi
given the metaphysi
lars an H etapnysics of states of E . K
d universals that this essay is trying to ;Ealm involving particu-
WOIK out.

10.25 D ]
oes Independence give us the essence of modality?

We have b
een confini
order molecular sm:clsng F Urse.lves so far to atomic states of affairs. Fi
of affairs are all, according to the th - b"TSt_
eory being
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advanced, mere conjunctions of atomic states of affairs and notan ontolog-
ical addition. «gecond-class’ states of affairs, with theit properties and rela-
tions that in general are not universals, are equally no ontological addition
(see 3.9). Their truthmakers are the first-class states of affairs. They are
merely semantically askew t© the atomic states of affairs.

With molecular states of affairs and with second-class states of affairs we
Jeave simplicity behind. We do not have the exclusive and exhaustive
disjunction of absolute identity of absolute non-identity. Partial identity

enters the scene, overlap, with overlap understood t© include part—whole
relations. Molecular states of affairs may overlap with states of affairs,
they are not identical with. Particulars
with parts may overlap with other particulars. Complex universals, prop-
erties and relations, may overlap with other universals- All these overlaps
will, in certain Circumstances, generate counter-insgances to unrestricted
Independence. The situation becomes still more complex with second-
class properties, relations and states of affairs.

If, then, we wish to defend the principle of Independence We shall have
¢ affairs. Each one of them is inde-

to restrict it to the strictly atomic States ©

pendent of any other atomic state of affairs. It is jmportant to remember,

though, that these independent states of affairs may still have, in a certain
the two states of affairs a5 being F and

sense, partial identity. For instance,
a’s being G5 can be independent despite the fact that they jnvolve one and
n (8.21n particular), states of

have se€
g exactly the same constituents.

Given the truth of Logical Atomisny, which we ar¢ assuming tjor the
present, and abstracting from anything but first-order states of affairs. rhe
world is a vast conjunction of atomic states of affairs. The pamculars which
are the constituents of these atomic states of affairs may not in every case
be atomic, as we have seenl in the discussion of emergent properties

(10.22). But the universals involved, that is, the sate-of-affairs types, will

be atomic. |
What we want for 1 ndependence © be true is, first, that all simple prop-
erties be compossible. [t must be pOSSible that any particulnr have any ©

5. Similarly, of any

combination of these properti¢ ‘
d by any simple
ns. If the relation has

molecular or atomic, that

the same particular. Indeed, as wW¢
affairs can be independent when containin

these properties, or any

pair of particulars it must be possible that these be relate
dyadic relation or by any combination of these relatio
a ‘direction’ in Grossmann’s s€nse (see 6.4), then it Mus
relation to hold in cither or both directions. Mutatis mutandis. this holds

for simple relations of higher polyadic ity. Forall n. for all n-tuples of simple
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particulars, jt wil] be possible for an n-termed relation to hold between
them.

The idea for Possibility, then, is that a]j the combinations of simple par-
ticulars, properties and relations that respect the form of atomic states of
affairs constirute the possibilities for first-order states of affairs. Notice that
[am not saying ‘all the possible combinatjons’ which would be trivial, but
‘all the combinations’. The hypothesis is that these combinations are all of
them possibilities.

as we have seen, controversial whether af these combinarions are

, that is between simple state-of-affairs
types. Granted the need for truthmakers, thjs seems to involve
Necessitarian Factualism. Byt an inte

stricted combination js that, in the lan

IS 2 default setting. Even if there are certain exceptions, even, that is, if

resting thing to see about unre-

Suppose, then, that Independence has no exceptions. This should make
us wonder whether such 4 notion of combination may not (epistemic
may!) constitute the Very essence of possibility. One cap say, more cau-
tiously, that Independence is no more than 4 theory about what possibilities
there are. But one can be more ambitious, One can argue that the promis-
cuous recombination allowed by Independence is what possibility 1S, at least
for the case of siniple constituents. This is the line taken in Armistrong

50, see Shalkowski, 1994.) If that turns outtob
to the more modest thesis, and claim no more than this: Independence
provides us with an ultimate moda] principle, an irreducible modal truth
whose truthmaker js the modal structure of reality. (It would be a minimal
Necessitarian Factualism, [ am not clear how the details would be filled
m.) Empiricists have, historically, shied away from a modal structure of
reality, but i¢ seems that it would be compatible with Naturalism and

Modality

; ity. The
This does not augur at all well for a erUCth.C écco}l:ntt 0;;;;3::/‘3 ;he
disjunction makes it implausible to say that this is w ; fto \ degree limit
idea that there are certain entailments and exclusions t ;}11 2 vl prim.
combinatorial freedom, would appear to be no more t Sae nee of posgbil.
ciple that governs possibility. It would not be the very es
ey ; tail-
ments and exclusions as a species of law, buF l::lwi1 t atthélereordiiary Laws are
strength than the ‘laws of nature’. (Assuming that far as it holds, would
contingent, as I wish to maintain.) Indepen#enfe, SO the empisically pos-
be freedom from, absence of, modal constraint just as ) et by the ordinary
sible is the realm of freedom from, absence of, constlr;un m)i’l e
laws of nature. Certain state-of-affairs types wou ke nto be false, that
certain further state-of-affairs types. Assume What 1[ mT;e stateof affaics -
the colours are simple or relatively simple u.ruverlsa s. e th
(Ype of somethings being a surface of a certain colour would exclude fhat
same something’s being a surface OfanOd.]er colour: ntiﬁed generalization
sion between state-of-affairs types, a universally q;llallld (This. it may be
about the relevant first-order particular§ would ho &ions C;f universals
noted, will serve as a model for the concingert Clom:eof nature. The only
i will be argued n ch. 15, constiute thelaws of e '
difference would be the substitution of necésslt})]" c])(roflndependence asa
17 workinig;this out, one could perhaps sl that did not hold in certain
modal law, but it would be a defeasible law, one t ii}: an iron law, that is not
tpecial circumstances. The ComraStfwotllllli(si Siest:lction berween defeasible
s0 modified. See 15.21, to come, for
N oron s f sition, at least, let us assume that [ ndependiirz)cl:
r purposes of expo , e struct ‘pos
hoﬁltq?itggeierauY~ We can then rather eaSlly];;atr}:: :;:’be cons}zructed
worlds’. We begin with all and only those wor ing in each world all and
~ they are, of course, worlds of states of aff:nrs.~ u; ,nfmvcrsalg of our world
no more t'han all the simple particulars 8"4 smpe along with Logical
(It is to be remembered that we are still gomgt called in Armstrong
Atomism.) For obvious reasons, these worlds were
1989b, 3.iii, the Witegenstein worlds. i 1) What account should we
Various matters then call for our atter_’tion- Ei the conceivable? (2) There
8ive of the distinction between the Possl.b e Zr:,ded worlds', possible worlds
are quite pressing problems ccl)ncer:ﬂsfilf1 pe]:im've rsals (‘aliens’) that are not
which involve simple particulars o
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to be found in this :

in connection withVY:;l[i.ri‘Zz iertam not quite so pressing problems arise
lars and/or universals. (4) The V.VOrldS, worlds that omit certain particu-
approach, we can deé;l with ‘Cre 18 the_qUCStion how, on a Combinatorial
worlds that are not Atomist complexity all the way down’, that is, with
should say about (merely) Wprlds_ (5) There is the question of w};at we
tions? All these mattersywle)roeS s:zlssxzﬂ(i;'-cm we treat them as uscful fic-
each case something of value can be ;:de‘;‘ liegrgeg::) ‘:Eztlii:: hoPed that in

cussion.

10.3 TH
3 E POSSIBLE AND THE CONCEIVABLE

Since D
escartes, at least iti
between > st, our tradition has tend
the oossib ended to blur the distinct
quite diﬂ’erenpt, thinlgs ar‘is/hthe conceivable. They are nevenhdels;?cz:]n
' . at is concel . g
conceivable th ceivable ma i i
¢ eve y not be pos
(Goldbach’s co“jec(\:y ;an' nulmber other than 2 is the sum gf ::;l‘;' '[t .
) re). ltis also i rnes
that is not conceivable th :
. the sum of _ at there i1s an even n
. _ u
of necessary truths ontwof p}:lmes. Yet, given that mathematics 1s a I::der
) S, ¢ of these 1t 1 Y
other i e propositions is
cessars £ s a necessary truth
B e S;z’)‘)\’;llst.‘l};ood. So what is conceivable ma;ybc in and'l:‘e
be picurcd may~ b in, y l"ncans of certain of his drawings, that P:*“‘ .
truth that wacer is H ‘(‘)‘P;;Ssﬂ.)le._ Again, if Kripke is righe lt isa eccsory
that water is an e‘lem2 .t ’;:t it is conceivable, and was C()l‘lcei\.n.d ';‘C‘S““'Y
. : ent. For all these re . el by MR
cient for possibility. these reasons, conceivahility is not sutﬁy
Concervability 1 | —
ability is n
be gran s not necessary for possibili i
ted that concoivabil possibility either. 1t n
s : . 1S
have truth withoutcce ivability is a relative matter, but that grangtt 20 e
onceivabil s e c
space be finite but unbncelvablhty Thus, in the past the notion t}:v‘e ur
e bens. ounded would have been inconceivable fc ey
or many
So the concei
' nceivable i
ability? There seoms tanl;i the possible are not identical. What i i
is something of a me OUe no clear answer to this ques‘tion Tllls omcept
i SS. 1 :
introduce a clearer noti nder these circumstances it seems a re C(?ncept
way, What follows ion (?f conceivability in a more or 1:5p onlatc'(o
Armstrong 19895 guc‘;; a hCombinatorial theory of the cons ?Upbl;la“;’e
' \ + theo ceivable. In
ot werlde (o 8 iy Pt forward s theory of doxastically
In construct .
cting possi
the possible statesg o}:’ aﬁ'l ble worlfls » the Combinatoriaist wants i
ulars and universals, th 3‘1 rs nothing but simple or relatively si e artic.
» the “atoms’. Using simple particulars :r’ldl mp'le Pa:lnc‘
unijversals in
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ossible states of affairs which, if Independence

ble. If Independence fails at certain
jar cases. If

o1l the combinations yields p

holds, are automatically compossi
n must be suspended for certain particu

points, free combinatio
then it must be stipulated

what are used as atoms are relatively simple only,
that the atoms are wholly non-identical.

To get doxastically possible worlds we substitute atoms that seem simple
or seem wholly non-identical. The <seem’ here could have various forces.

It is obviously person-relative. It could have the force of belief. But it

might have a lesser force, a force familiar from perception as when we say
oes little more than

that the stick seems bent (‘looks’ is more natural, but d

indicate that it is vision that is involved) although we know quite well that
it is straight. Thus, heat is motion of molecules, but it does not seer to be
motion of molecules, that 1s, there is nothing in tactual and propriocepcive
perception to indicate that it is motion of molecules. Furthermore, the
‘Headless woman effect’ (se¢ 4.141) will actually tend t© make it seem that

it is not motion of molecules. This is nicely consilient with the fact that,
even after the march of science, We are prepared to say that we can conceive

of heat not being the motion of molecules.
y be an impossible world. There ar€

A doxastically possible world ma
orld where heat is not

worlds that are conceivable bucare not possible. Aw

a4 world, if Kripke 18 right. Again. there are
worlds where 3 particular has both of two
hese properties involves a
hile the other involves

roperties could not be

motion of molecules is such
conceivable but impossible
propertics, cach complex, but where one of t
a certain further property W
having that further property: (The first of the two p

a universal.) For more detail se¢ 1989b, 5.i.
From time to time in this book, we have calked about certain things 35
epistemically or doxastically possible. One value of a theory of the
{ these notions- [ make no claim

conceivable is to assist with an analysis O
to have carried the matter very far here. But we have reminded ourselves
to distinguish conceivability from POSSibmW' or, we can instead 2y, W€
have reminded ourselves to distinguish two sorts of possibility.

A final point. At various points in this book 1 have talked about possibil—

ity, and have not meant a restricted sort of possibility, such as cmpincal
(nomic) possibility. But [ have tried notto call this unrestricted possibility

logical possibility. The reason for this should now be fairly obvious: lcis too
easy to assimilate logical possibility © conceivability. SUppose that one has

a statement, and that no manipulation of that statement using nothing
more than logical laws, plus nominal definitions and true conceP‘“‘*l

concealed negation of
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analysis, reve
, als a contradicti
radiction. Then, it is easy to say, what thi
, is statement

says is a logical possibili
Co ty. But this i
conceivabili 15 1o guarant i
ility. There may be an impossibility th:eoilfl;lgthmg more than
€ same.

10.31 Analytic truth

It seems desirable i
notion of analytic trt:othl;i:t e Some_thing sbout analytic truth, Th
onY_my, that is, sameness ot\"l Erllmse’s the intelligibility of the noton c;fS :
notlo_ns have been criticized b Cam.ng’ and, presumably, meanin Thyn—
?}fﬁmtion o theory ofthee . Z" (Sit:)me? on the grounds that no satifact;:;
e work of Grice. o ns is available. For mr 1
uralistic the i omise of dev . '
oy Sy G e, e
Eakiny, linguturc proposffu linguistic units that are capable ? o
correspondence relationlot‘l—l,& Whe're true, they will be firse :)er:;mhfa?‘d
maker. This correspondf; c ) 'ela_non whose second term is th i
relation. And if, as it scerzw relation, we have insisted, 1s not Lone o
age, then there Win~be nS,) we can think and believe witho ; o'ne—onc
e weaningful mental units that are Cap‘:;;‘:m? t lanl;
We do not have to reify meani o
.cvcx'- hey. are, L.(]\l(ivitllfl}l'(fl‘\c;lexxx\gs. Ff'»r the basic units of meani
Justice, onuch a5 cquivﬂlc‘:. ‘( j'lsscs ot Synonymous exprcssi‘m:l'lg‘ \’Tlhat-
much of the work that uni ‘t ‘d;\sscs of exactly rescuiblin ’.‘tr Sw‘ o
e o lt\;: rsals do. 1t 1s true that one wa!;n :)p'LI\l e
way. Bt | suppose tht t.he at have not and will not be ex~ r: Ado‘w .
merely possible cases of s Y can be covered by adding to thp e s
If we have the notion Y? onym‘ous e e
:‘;:‘t;?ytmﬂfl The defmitio(:) ?}::r[ugi ftehetn we can have the notion of ana-
cifa imne r to use 1 i
mental conl:gn:)sl)ﬂ?nl:thi}t:‘-le.Solel)' in Virmeeo?tlt)}::ewv(:f; one: 2 otk
o e 1F 1s stated. Given the doctri Ty
outhe eaning constitute the truthmalz‘eisog(:he ml“b-
But I believe it Fi o
to the theory otfhtz;ntel(::;:Ia:lln4e (1994), has made an importa ibuti
regularly be relativized toY“C }'{e points out p. 19) th“m C?m‘n'bunon
teuth. Thus, ‘all bachelor: certain terms rather than others ".ma e am ca.n
of ‘bachelor’, but there > are unmarried men folows fro e am'l}',nc
are no legitimate definitions of ?;r:}r: de‘ﬁgmog
arried’ an
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man’ from which it follows. Given what he calls 2 ‘thick’ conception ofa
d of just taking it as a mere

word, one that includes its meaning instea
f ‘bachelor’

SCquence of sounds or letters, W€ can then se€ the definition ©
as‘ giving the essence of the word’s meaning. Essence here, as { understand
Fine, is identity, what the meaning is. The analytic truth then emerges as
assimilable to other truths of identity. Chemists tell us what water is, lex-

icographers tell us what the meaning of ‘bachelor’ is.

RES OF POSSIBILITY

Con.lbinatorial possibility does not appear 0 exhaust the sphere of the
p_ossnble. It seems possible that there should have existed particulars addi-
tional to the particulars that have existed or will exist, and that these addi-

tional particulars are not ‘made up’ of parnculars that have existed Of will

exist. In Armstrong 1989b, the example 15 given i
study that is an addition to the world’s mice and the world's matter. Bill
Tarrant has pointed out that this case 15 not very happily chosen. 1L,
instance, the mouse 1s s0Me very particular configuration Of warping of
spacetime at that place, then there is nothing in the case that would defeat
2 Combinatorialist appro dy 1is there, SO the space 1s

ach. The stu there,
though unmoused. All that is needed 18 that universals sufficient for
mouschood be instantiated

X at that place, yielding 2 mouselike state of
affairs. But though the example was badly chosen, gcnuinc\y extra possi-
ble, for instance, an additi

ble particulars seem possi on to actual spacetime:
Again, it seemns that there might have been miore universals, both prop-

erties and relations, than actually exist OF will ever exist, universals that ar€
not ‘combinatorially accessible from the actual, instantiated, universals.

The simplest cases are thos¢ of additional simple properties and reladons.
ddicional particulars and universals

In this work, these merely possible 2

ate called aliens. The term i caken from Lewis (1986b). slthough he has

no particular use for the term ‘alien particular’. All non-actual particulars

are automatically alien in his systeT because they ar¢ no more than
, sorts of alien are a

counterpans of actual particulars. For us, howeVer, bot
they are merely

problem. They appear to be possible, though by definition
de for this apparent truth? We

possible. But what truthmaker can We provi

do not want to reify such possibilities‘
clearly seen by

The first step, as Was
the aliens to what we can call an outer realm
grade possibility. As he has pointed out to me, t
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distinctions is justi
is justified by the fact that, i i
di at, in t i ibi
e eawe, cven the very m;gl;mg ab}?ut the.s'e alien possibil- ticulars. (To make them simple 1s not really necessary, but does make
O ne::g; alecidemsm that he and exposition easier.) Between each of these entities the internal (and so
. . s 3), volvi 1 :
?hen s e o montlking abot any partcu] ed. lfl talking about ontologically costless) relation of differentce holds. We can go on to form the
involves nothing but an existential quantiﬁerp cularpardicair, Our it T . We o ety prer o -
cl: TO illustrate this point a littde more co;lcretel S it 1 B et and i1 foer e e
‘ vaed, i thatthe swontd i y. Suppose that it is ticular or a universal, and if the latter the number of ‘places’ this universal
e ition 16 the world,g ave confalned two extra, has. Relative to the original assemblage, this new entity is an alien. Our
1:“\'0: exactly the same properties. Call thens1 acma(li iammlars. Let them conception of it is in a way combinatorialy fom gl
e exa . a and b. p o
" tmd.( et oot might hove conta ClNow suppose we assemblage and the relation of difference. If this is legitimate, 1015 easy to
o iy oo ine only one of these see that further relative aliens can be introduced, each alien different from
nwo possibilities, one that just a was added, th S“Egesnon' there cannot be each other alien as well as different from anything in the original asem”
, the other that just b was added. blage. These aliens constitute an outer sphere with respect to the original

There is fust the one Lt
ere is just the one possibility: that the world is increased by just f
st one O

this so 3 i
ort of particular. assemblage.

Suppose now that the simple entiti€s tha
simple constituents, particulars and universals,

t we are considering are all the

ht sanie 3 .

d go¢e f 1€N universa

| .
I o nie goes 1or ;]l €n univers. IS Wll.’ll we llllglll Cau qulddllaS, Wllat'

f\css, scenis (pcrha s no m

involved in talkingpabom ac::;l ‘:z:}csreerg see 10.41 to come) to be are given, besides the entities themselves the higher-order cotality state

structed combinatorially from actual sals or non-actual universals con- of affairs that these are all the constime,nts then the existence of any

alien universals, then a mere existenti ;mwers'al& Eut when we talk about further simpl tit is ruled out. But ;fwe are allowed t© ‘bracket’

all that we can supply. ntial quantifier is all that is required and the higherf)ofdce(::ia't:zrflt;ff;rs (WhiCh.‘ e o i con-
hese further constitu-

an say thatt

tingent existent), then it seems that we € '
ally or conceptually possible)-

One good v :
vay of bringing out this point i
utt 5 -
g his point is in terms of Carnap’s dis- ents are possible (and not rely epistemic
| ossible (and not me

tinction between state-descripti
1.%27-Ch' e 2 ,sc\;;f:z;:s( ;r;;i :ructure-descn"iptions (see his The truthmaker proposed for this modal truth is the actual constituents
o e .3) that sFate—descrxptions, descrip- and their rehtiotﬁ o? rixutual difference. The situation (with the totality
fions involying particular particu , ar‘ehrequ"ed to do justice to actual condition th‘ou ﬁ( a is no different from the situation already envis-
e [;' x;;an e: possible states of affairs. But aged using a sui-cla‘:;azz tlsle simple constiruents. And since the relations
e e o o Stm,c me sg ere qf aliens, we need only of differeice are internal, the ulumate truthmaker is 00 more than the
ruchre decripton Indeed s re-descriptions that use existential plurali f hr 1t " existing constituents. Though given 2 very
ars and universals. ‘It is possible that a reduce?i’ tcr)ut;xrrializ:uzlztn:xt‘;us gﬁnd their place in an outer sphere of

certam nunlbe o
I f extra pa]tlculals mi ht ll A € y
g ave XISted Ille ht
. mlg

have had certain extra i 1 s

a_dicify‘. The distributiolilr?f;’etrl:lcisnand Cert'am relations of a certain poly- po?l:;shty.l : d : e i) The i -

ey The divriburion of n_;dpm;?;mcs and relations over the par- sUmmedSz ugo; Oer 1e3zer'vate comm\.m'\cation). The reason for think-

s i e s e ) (topic-neutral) pattern’ The  hes P .y. van 'afes priv that we are given 2 recipe, stated in term

possibility. s a rather abstract and dilute sort of 0;{¢Xi*‘;:gg:5tionfsatls acz?y?nlj whaciw P i
sting items, for spec & ason for thinking the soluton

Neverthel
cless, supe: i . 1 i
superseding what 1 said about the aliens in my 1989b, 1 At the same ame, though, there ¥ . b
: j unsatisfactory. For some¢ violence 18 done to com

now offer an acco t
unt of this spher ‘

/si } e which . -

physical, as opposed to a merely conceptual mak§ -d-m possibility a meta- because the being of the alien is not to be understood 1n terms of reshuf-
after a fashion and to a degree, 2 Com)g' al, possibility, and which is even, : g Ne‘;enheless une o g

, inatorial possibility. ‘
: i than concep-
se aliens do seem to be more

mber ofSlmpl urny CI’SQIS an Slmpl ( ) p
( ()llSl(lC[ a certain nu be e Vi d e !hlll ar:

inatorial Intultons,

fling the existing items.
Combinatorialism here, becau
tually possible.
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10. ]
0.41 A difference between particulars and universals?

Before leavi
n .
be worth inqiit:rel que;UOH of the metaphysical status of the aliens, it ma
between alien p t;g V\; etherd there is any difference in ontologic;l statu}s
. articulars and alien uni
- universals. In A :
ii, it was argued t ’ rmstrong 1989b, 4.1 &
were admjsgslilble tf:tt;lhere was such a difference, and that alien part’icolars
. e outer sphere whil : .
inadmissible. Th; . ile alien universals were tot
bartioulars, apar te fground for thls discrimination was that, taken sim lan:;
were diﬁ"e,r i nanlﬂ"om properties and relations, particulars did notp::; it
their bare particula :e. Grasp the concept of one particular and, as ’far as
universals with part'lty lgoeg, you had grasped the nature of all ’Contrast
iculars, it was said :
. » there. Each .
nature, its wh i . Each of them has its o
o icall atness or quidditas, so that to have enco e
I]; (lica y not to have encountered all untered one is
ut does this distincti )
mplausible w is ‘dxstu;lctxon hold? Here is a way, some may think i
ay, in whi : . ’ 1t an
One would Saz . ei,Ch one tmght avoid having to postulate quiddities
ery universal that h )
each proper . 4 : at had the same -adici i
numeiic;ily?;‘ &iyadlc relation, triadic relation was, if sim tly et llsy
ifferent f1 . » 18 e, mer
-adicity could nme;,: frortl every other universal of that same a‘:iicity Tehz
* CO g ; - -
and the possession of _adm_‘,"‘d away. It would be essential to the universal
a particular is qua "“tY would continue to set a divide between what
an -adicity cqufllvalc;l)lattltlular aud a universal gua universal. But within
of a certain -adicity) tlt : a'ss‘(;l class containing all and only the universals
no more than the di;; d‘ﬂcrc:fc between different members would. bL
erence between difk . '
merely as partic en different particulars consi
ul . A culars considere
another ‘(ﬁmensis;s" One could think of this difference as a differen::i:jl
differont universa] W;t}c;rthogonjll to the dimensions of spacetime. Each
. 1n an -adici i :
be identifi city equivalence cl
ed, tho - class would presu
thew b ugh not constituted, by the diff presumably
ey bestow. erent causal powers that
Complex i
universal :
conmain as consmuemss .would be a litde trickier, because they could
their constituents mi hSlmpler universals of different -adicity, and beca
would become mol—g i OVetlap, that is, be partially identical ’The acc o
fies of principle e cotrlpllcated. But there do not seem to be d'ffomllt
This deflati in applying the suggestion to complex universal e
ationary ac g 1versals.
allel with the (so nrlye x l::tu:;tﬂof .the quiddity of universals restores the par
eflationary) -
and now I, adwv ry) account of haeccei
, ocate. ceity that §
quiddity, like Su.ont That seems all to the good. A stront;er acccz(\zlr::n S;'
g accounts of haecceity, seems to involv logi (;1
e ontologic
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embarrassment. In both cases the strong accounts give to the two sorts of
ces of natural science

entity an inner nature that seems to elude the resour
nded may think that, in selected

to deal with. The phenomenologically mi
cases, we have a direct acquaintance with this inner nature. But it is notort-
ance into 2 scientific psychology-

ously difficult to integrate such acquaint
So much the worse for science, some May argue. My own inclination 1§
to say so much the worse for strong haecceity and strong quiddity.

10.42 Possibilities for actual entities
Every actual thing is what it 1s, and not another thing: This entails that
when we say that some actual thing, such as Descartes, might have been,
in his own nature, different from what he actually was (for instance, by
dying earlier than he did), it is not strictly Descartes that we are envisaging:
1t can only be one of Descartes’ ‘counterparts’, and this for us must be an
alien particular. If the counterpart is to be said to be the very same entity
as Descartes, it can only be the same in some loose sense: '
This argument might be evaded for certain €ases by distinguishing

berween Descartes as thick particular, with all his non—relational propet-
ties upon him, and Descartes a5 thin particular (see 8.3)- But if Descartes
r will make him a lesser thin

has tcmporal parts, as I maintain, dying carlie

particular. That can be no ntore than a counterpart of the thin Descartes-

(It could perhaps be maintained that the thin Descartes is steictly identtcal

at all ties, eveu if his properties change. But trom?2 Naturalist standpoint,

there seems to be no reason o accept such an hypothesis) i
Fortunately, there does seem to be a loose sense of the word ‘same , a8

was argued 1n chapter 5. Given that Descartes has temporal parts, there 18
me person even although he

still a (loose) sense in which he is the very s3
does not live as long as he actually did, or else lives longer- There are cOm-
binatorially constructed Descartes counterparts, and these can properly be
said to be Descartes himself. o ' )
In chapter 2.31 1t was suggested that t in this 1005€ sense
h and ready approximation

ses, or at ]east some roug 4 4 ima
jvalence relation 18 salient in situa-
d. 1 hypothesize, there-

form equivalence clas:
to equivalence classes, where the equ
tions where this loose us¢ of ‘same’ 1 naturally use

fore, that when we speak of (mere) possibilities for so A
more than counterparts of that entity. W at

are envisaging what can be no :
s will fall inside an equivalence ¢

we will accept as counterpart
SOrt.
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10.§ CONTRACTED WORLDS

If all particulars and all universals are contingent beings, then there will be
possible worlds in which both some or all particulars that exist in the actual
world and some or all universals which are instantiated in the actual world,
are not to be found. Some of the universals that are abolished in thought
will be such that, in a world in which they are not instantiated, they will
be aliens relative to that world. They will be relegated to the ‘outer sphere’
of possibility of the world in question.

In my 1989b, 4.iii, I argued that alien universals were no more than con-
ceptually possible, and as a result of this said that worlds containing such
aliens were combinatorially inaccessible from the contracted world. With
accessibility not symmetrical, for the class of all possible worlds it was nec-
essary to embrace a $4 rather than the attractive S5 logic. With aliens now
adjudged metaphysically possible, can a return be made to S5?

I think it probably can be, which, if so, is a distinct advantage for the
new view. But since aliens must still be relegated to an outer sphere of

possibility, it may be argued that some important sort of inaccessibility
remains.

10.6 ABSTRACTING FROM ATOMISM

A Combinatorial theory of what possibilities there are is greatly simmplitied
by the assumption of Atomism. Given Independence, or Independence
modified by certain relatively minor rules of exception, then the constitu-
ents of the atomic states of affairs rearranged in a way that respects the
general form of an atomic state of affairs, yields the totality of all possible
states of affairs. This is itself a possible world, an extremely dense world
where all that is possible is actual. The rest of the possible worlds, includ-
ing the actual world, can be thought of as constituted by all the different
contractions of the densest world. If negative atomic states of affairs are
admitted, as they are not in this essay (8.7), then replace each contraction
by the corresponding negative state of affairs.

There is a minor question here, whether we should admit the ultimate
contraction, the empty world or totally negative state of affairs. In
Armstrong 1989b, this is rejected as a possibility, except as the ideal
and unreachable limit of contraction. But it would not be a hanging
matter to go the other way on this. (As was strenuously urged on the
author by Elliot Sober in a seminar at Madison, Wisconsin, in 1985.
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Peter Anstey, however, has asked what can be the truthmaker for this
lleged possibility.
' eIé(g'ut sippose tz:zt, as is conceptually possiblei, that is, free from contra-
diction at the level of our mere concepts, and in any case not a matter to
be settled a priori, that at least some particulars or'umversals are csm}plf’.x
and, in addition, are not composed of simple constituents, even an infinite
number of simple constituents. Suppose that there is complexity all the
way down. How is the Combinatorialist to proceed? 4 ‘
The matter seems not too difficult. Consider some state of affairs haYlng
the form of a particular instantiating property Of tWO of more partxc:—
but abstract for the present from whether t e
particulars and universals are or are not complex. Given lnde‘%end‘e:‘scc?n(:;
is simplest though not essential to assume thlshthCSIS) there wi exlsfa(%irs
partition of the rest of the world into further, independent, states orlot -
of the same general form whose constituer'xts also glay or'maymemor—
complex. ‘The world divides into facts’as W}ttgexllStfl'ﬂ puts 1t SO
ably at 1.2 in the Tractatus. Call this the original division. ot affairs
A set of possible worlds can then be form?d from these Stit]e O ack
in the way adumbrated at the beginning OfthlS‘ section. Now S
to the state of affairs that we began the previous paragraph WInst.ituentS
genuinely atomic, that is, has nothing but genmqfly fimm:;“c/:’ on t(;
then there is nothing further to be done concermng it and Psu .
consider one of the other states of affairs in the original d]YlSIO:l; ins(}))]veci
though, that one of the particulars of ¢lse one of the umv;rs -
in the first state of affairs is complex. If our arg“"fmtS a :luthc ate of
constituents in this work, e.g. 4.7, are correct then in gener i
affairs will turn out to be analysable into some molecu.lar stat ic state;
where the two or more states of affairs (call them .fel““l’elybz (t)hemselves
of affairs) involved in this molecular state of affairs may; 2 e dncussed
covertly molecular. (For the exception, se¢ the. eme«{lgel?ecn be available for
in 10.22.) These relatively atomic stares o‘f affairs wi tt o e s conteni-
comstructing new possible worlds in addiic? o Sew simpler, particu-
plated at the beginning of this paragraph. pe,h’«‘lpr]“ ef(;r recombinations.
lars or new, simpler, universals will now be available but not all, of the
In any case, there will be new worlds where at least one,

- se
. eliminated becau

original relatively atomic states of affairs havcf bfef:',r:s One would go on
. ; es of affairs. :

they have been broken up 1nto simpler stat particulars o uni-

L if some
in this way adding more and more worlds, and simple elements, then
versals were such as not to resolve in the end into

lars instantiating a relation,
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the process would go on ad infinitum. Repeat this exhausting process with
all the other states of affairs in the original division.

I0.7 POSSIBLE WORLDS AS FICTIONS

In A Combinatorial Theory of Possibility (1989b) I tried to use possible worlds
in my account of modal truths, but at the same time to treat these worlds
as (useful) fictions. An attempt to transform David Lewis’ theory of possi-
ble worlds into a useful fiction is to be found in Gideon Rosen’s ‘Modal
Fictionalism’ (1990). For a difficulty for his and my own fictionalism {and
an excellent account of the latter) see Rosen 1993.

My attempt was misguided, as I now see it, and in the present chapter
it is suggested that it is contingent states of affairs and constituents of states
of affairs that are the suitable truthmakers for modal truths. The theory of
modality put forward is deflationary because, at least if the thesis of
Independence holds, necessary and merely possible states of affairs are not
required. The contingent states of affairs are to provide truthmakers
enough. But modal discourse does not have to be accounted a species of
fictional discourse.

But given that the theory now put forward does not go threugh fictional
possible worlds, may they not still be admitted as useful fictions? They do
seem to have proved their worth as tools in philosophical analysis. The
comparison here is with the useful, indeed well-nigh essential, fictions of
natural science, fictions that even the stoutest defenders of scientitic

realism (among whom the author accounts himself) cannot in practice dis-
pense with. See, for instance, Keith Campbell’s ‘Selective Realism in the
Philosophy of Physics’ (1994). Another Factualist, and Combinatorialist
about possibility, who thinks of possible worlds as useful fictions is Brian
Skyrms (private communication).
' The physicist’s phase-spaces are a particularly good parallel. Such a space
is given by an n-tuple of numbers associated with the position and other
states of particles, with the ‘space’ representing physical possibilities of an
important sort for these particles. Nobody thinks that to the n-tuple of
numbers corresponds a real n-dimensional space. But it is convenient to
think of it as a space. One can then consider e.g. in what part of the ‘space’
values tend to cluster. The restrictions on possible values in a phase-space
are much stricter than the restrictions on possible worlds. The laws of
nature restrict in a phase-space, but laws being (as 1 hold) contingent, do
not restrict the possible worlds. Restrictions remain, however, even with
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] ich 1 have no value if there were no
the possible worlds, which indeed would have ot et

restrictions. These restrictions Of constraints are, f affairs (Fa, Rab, - - )
work, restrictions to the general form of a state ot 2 :missiv; doctrine,
along with the restrictions that cven ihat VEZ’) g-xer restrictions need
Independence, imposes, together with whatever " These restrictions in
to be imposed upon Independence (non . hOPC-l)i- ht upon the actual in
place, philosophers can use possible worlds to C:lSt %ast light on actuality.
the same sort of way that phase-spaces are rrse toh. | problems by the
And if somewhat less light is cast on phllos(?g :ccaastps) on his concerns
philosopher using possible worlds than the p:YSIi:e Jow epistemic credit-
by using phase-spaces, that refects no mOre t] a-nfar harder to reach agreed
rating of philosophy as compared o physics. rsﬂ hilosophy, light can be
truth in philosophy than in phy.sncs. But even In p
cast by using the fiction o POSSll:e ‘livyogt?gction some theory that makes
We require, therefore, some theo . ould add, one
the ﬁcti(?nal object or state of affairs non-existent and, I w

1 1 mise of
1 ongian coOmpro
hat d t allow the sometimes proposed Meinong O e
whrenc or o _existent. There can for us :
ol hat does not exist. It

heory of fictions in

reference or other relation to the ference, to W
than pseudo-reference, a sort of play-rete o ;neral ;
would scem unnecessary here to pursic the &

i i ilable?
detil. But surely 0D 0 e k of the possible worlds as fic-
But perhaps we do not even need to think ©

- : mitted

. hirs can be ad

tions. We have seen that second-class states of 3ﬁ[;ecause they are no
s. ave e ons.

alongside sccond-class propertics and relat: Jass states of affairs, there

ontological addition (3.9). Among the second-¢

i Soa
isiuncti £ affairs. Soa, v 203
seems no objection to admitting dxsjunctlvle stattei e(; il Sl bea
isi t-class sta )
for instance, where the disjuncts ar firs O e of these states of

tre i ing even &
second-class state of affairs in good standing

f them
ible worlds. Each o

affairs did not exist. Now consider all the POSS‘b1e etive states of
can be represented as states O

ju
f affairs, most of them comny
i affairs in €
affairs, with a closure of totality state of

ach case. Assemble all
-0 Since the disuncs
is i { all these totalities.
the possible worlds as a disjunction oh::) e s Lo

class state of
ion 1 he actual world, this s ond o
;l;;:lc'i};ie;telil; possible worlds, the other ways rhat t Oemble e
are tlll'e other disjuncts. Does this dodge avoid treating p

‘. O con 1 ] ()l O Slbll—
E . l i the dlSCUSSlOn 5!
t has under am ' p Y
clude. A central thOUgh i . l -
i:> i" this Chapter It 1s that the actual detefmlllcs t]lsei pi [o13) tb et t[hetet al
i in Leib z n Lewis and in other me[aphy clans ha he actua
picture in 1bnz, ,
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swims in a wider sea, th

e e 3, the sea of the possible. is J

e PO :t t\:(u/:';zt al; true about this, if oureacl;};iri:t}zjal llos e

possible. But at the rzut thl: a.Ctual are a sub-class of :li o e 1 1

P e ot s ie:iap ysw.al level, at the level of t; et the

e bl md ifsI Ztermmed by the actual. Indeed i e oence

bl b deccrmmin dn ependence is of the ve b,

D e world ed purely by the contingent 3’3::55 (:;C:'T()f e Number
affairs that make

11.1 THE NATURAL NUMBERS

ition that 7+
however, are also to be

10.8 NECESSITY
5=12, involve

Mathematical truths, such as the propos

After thi
is extensive di :
iscussi .
can be ve : on of possibili
ry briefl possibility, th ;
emphasized again tyhhandled' ReCB‘Pitulatiz,yn 0; fopic of necessary truth hi
: at neces . y is required . nothing but m h . L. .
as truth in . sary truth quired. It is to b athematical entities. These entities
all possibl isnottob c ’
. e o e de ‘ ) fou . . . .
an object that is a kil Worlds_ It is, it would seem fined ‘extensionally’, Thnd"as some sort of constituent, 11 contingent and empirical rruths.
o > u .
The truthmaker for thisl? mﬁsf has proper parts that anecessary truth that the l:klt I:'?‘Y bebobservably crue that there are just seven black swans of
truthmaker i ruthisnottob re a pound in m e. Let us begin by considerin what would be the truthmaker for a
r is no Mo o be found i ass. &
. re tha , nany wo : truth such i
YUSMS they are at least p g t}_]c two universals (andy'f hrld but chis. The Giv ‘;5 this one.
it is 3 matte st properties) tha . if they are not uni en a Factualist metaphysics a8 starting point, We will be looking for
er of the me t are involved : unt- a gpomh
i mass is a structural rely partial identity of the two In this particular case N tate of affairs to be the rruthmaker. [t 15 clear that it will be, in part at
. h N r : . eas! a . . . .
ha;:mg of just two nonpmpc;ty that, among its mEl ;)plemes, Being a kilo corxtjl; a WOILCL;lar state of affairs. This molecular staté of affairs will be 3
other a kilo ni ~overlapping ) ple parsings, i R nction of seven states of affairs each 1 volving a articular where the
1 . g parts . g, is the . s TS, n gap .
4.13). Again ]::l::“ a pound in mass (Sec th:h;, one a pound in mass, the particulars are wholly distinct from each other (Siames¢ swans We will bar)
’ 15 A NeCess: ore extended di . and cac I . . .
an H,O molecule, the ccessary truth that being a wa:t"“d‘d discussion at “:Jd cach Rﬂffl(lllﬂr hias properties sufficient to imake it a swan. The black-
truthmaker for thi’s [m':hth"' property of being this 50” “3“““\“&‘ is being 'hrmll;"“‘k“‘}l properties, of course, Wy differ from particular to particu~
tha'n identity. It is a nece . Some necessary truths i‘m/orlt 9y "“Olcculc is the (‘)f"_ 'C;“lm"lhly there is no universal at‘black-swnnhood. To get the force
erties are the truthmak ssary truch that mass is not vel ve difterence rather : é““ we shall need in addition the higher-order stat¢ of affairs that this
If, however, so méth’er for this truth. ocity. The two prop- Shtlle totality ot blaCk—Swan—presently—on—this—lake states of affairs. Here We
ents of tru i ing more than i . shall not concern oursel farther with this rotali _fact.
thmak .. an idend . ves furtner 15 ty
ers 1 ty and .
s involved, then it seems th difference of constitu- ) Each of the seven states of affairs 18 truthmaker for the truth that there
at .. 1 . . .
the metaphysician of :t:t IC?Sf On;. black swan on the lake. At this point on¢ begins to s¢¢ the
raction of Reinhardt Grossmann'’s view that numbers should join 3
(fiers’, meaning by the word not

states of aﬁ- .
airs must co
unter:
ance necessary states of affairs
¢ he calls ‘quant
h as ‘some’ and ‘all’, but rath

pick out (1983, 137-42). We,

take a different tack, one that may be more ontologically €¢©
o5 of the seven plack swans on

{nstead of considering the cla
- pction of seven relatively

the molecular state of affairs that is the conjunt

atomic black»swan—presendy—on—the—lake s
if our theory of class

that are not all that different from each otheri
advanced in ch. 12 is on the right track he bigger partt

er the featurcs of the
however. will
nomical.

the lake, of

group of entities tha
certain expressions suc
world that these expressions

cular
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that is the mereological sum of
cach past of the b . the seven swans. And let us t
number does this bigger (g.on—relauonal) properties upon thém W‘h ¢
22) in particular insi%ed Ot}:ect have? As we know, as Frege (18é4 Sez
bout ;ny number you C};ooj: C}]}l::;t;;:l has noh clear answer. It ha; jus;
wum. But now consi > up to the number of in-
rently on the lake. Itr;:l:\farﬂ;ltlj (‘Second-.class) property of being t: 65:’::?:"
2l » it determining pro ein .tl}e s?tuation, it is instantiated there. It is
now on the lake. (For mor: crw,}:t p‘Ck.S out just one swan among those
::;ty s;e the next chapter on()cr;a:scz ;l(l)\tllon g]fahunit—deternﬁning e
at this Droper f .) Now further consi i
salient rell:tiopn, zlehziu:ow:‘e mereological object. Wha?er:?;aht;:le’la't;?lz
yields a class of seven swan: E:If: the property carves the object up z;nd "
The omological econom s. That relation, it is suggested, is the number seven
tion, one that supervenesYur‘lOW appears. The relation is an internal rela—.
were to take the mereolo Por;’ o 'emalled b its terms. (Though if you
wo;l d be external) gical object as a thin particular, the relaZon
o this account i
what we would ha\tte}ll::lcar:tt}inr)z; T‘ann l;as ojected (1992, p. 6% ot
property of bei s ation of havi 1
wh?chyse{e?: Ii':ga:::‘;ini m:w (7” the lake (he “535"‘5 St(;:’f(;r:r{i‘ljl:”c‘:;: ”'l"h th:’
says, seems to be a pr:&:-'Cdmml This "relation” though, despite :E’)he‘)‘ ;‘)
object. (See the next ;‘:r-rfy‘ a structural property of the mcrcnlo' ic:l
pointing to really is a rE}ﬂfUﬂph.) By contrast, the relation that W?'"“
beite & black soany mons Imn, though it 1s internal, and it holds b . :
the object, the aggreg(;Zet ”"Oldke (s genuine, if second-class Prope’:’;w;zg
property sevens this objec; S“e might put the matter by saying that this
on the lake. The properq; o‘gipf)se that there are also just seven pelicans
same relation to the aggre e, pegican now on the lake stands in the
the lake stands to the ag i‘“c of the pelicans that being a black swan now o
corresponding aggrega;gfs Iga te of the swans. Both properties seven the'n
things. (If the aggregate - Incidentally, they carve out a class of just n
quarter-portion of the cake :;;35 3 round cake, and the property “;‘35 bz(?ven
dajzes of just four thing;.) © property would carve out indcfinitely f:fﬂ;
ssoc.iated with relations, su i
properties (see 6. ; Superveniently and trivi '
e T i
an E. So if bet ; as the relati
o if being a black swan now on the lake se\ll:::l aiiii:?;;rﬁ;ﬁ?;g tﬁ .
, then
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this aggregate has the relational property of being sevened by (being a black
swan now on the lake). In other words, the aggregate has the property of
1 the lake. This appears to be the

being made up of just seven black swans now 0
property that Grossmann wrongly thinks [ am identifying with the

number seven.
The numbers 1 and 0 require only a litde futther consideration- 1
reduces to the internal relation holding berween 2 (unit—determining)
property and any particular which has that property: The nought relation
holds between any unit-determining property and aggregates which lacks
any part that instantiates the property even once. This is the negation of
the numerical relationship rather than itself being a numerical relation. But
since the relation is an internal one, dictated by its terms, We do not need
to ban it in the way we have banned negative universals. There is a special
case where the property is not instantiated anywhere of anytime. This, for
us, can be no better than a merely possible property. But we can, [ think,

allow an internal relation berween this possible property and some aggre-
¢ what it is to be possible property.

gate, with a combinatorial account ©
Strictly, perhaps, as Peter Forrest has suggested to me, it 15 2 merely possi-

ble internal relation.
The cases that we have considered 0 far are the

where the unit-determining property cleanly divides the whole aggre-
at do not overlap. But there are other cases

t this Jast coundition, for instance, the
case proposed by Peter Simons (1982) of two delineated squares that
overlap on a plane surface but where the overtap 15 itself a sguare.
How many squares do We have? The most natural answers are ‘ewo’ and
‘three’, depending upon exactly what one takes as the unit-determining

property.

favourable cases,

gate into instances th

where the property fails to respe

This sort of case does not, however, seem t0 bea counter—examPlcv‘pfo'
vided that we are prepared to have the cookie-cutting unit-determuning
property cut cookies that overlap within the aggregate, and to note further
that in certain situations it may be necessary 0 disambiguate exactly what
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IS to count g the p

Toperty. For g litele more discussion of these issues, see
Armstrong, 1989p, 9.1ii.

1.2 MATHEMAT (8 ) EXISTENCE
This account Just given of t
question of what ye are to do abouyt very large nagy

there will be g, Iggregate to be the second term of the internal relation

that we are idcntifying the number with. We have already anticipated in
places the modification of QUL account thag gh; jecti

make. It gy general poip, applying o 4] nathematics. Mathematical
existence”, g seems, is nog really exiseerce. For a mathematica] object to
X e only be possible. We need only require thar corresponding
to cach cardipg] number, including the Infinite cardinals, it pe Ppossible that
A aggregage having thae number of parys should exist, where thar aggre-
gate has no Parts that are mere Mathematic,| objects,

Followmg Up a suggestion by Peter Forrest this view of mathematical
existence may be formulated thus: Mathematic,| entity X “‘exists’ if and
ouly ifthere js 5 (large enough) possible world where X js Instantiated. The
definition would be avajlabje both for realists aboyy Possible worlds and
anti-realists Jige myself whe Nevertheless find gk of possible worlds
Acceptable ang useful.

This account of mathematjc,| existence is not motivated simply by a
desire 1o defend the account of numper given in thijs chapter. It also
addresses ang helps to solye the very difficult problem that mathematics
Poses for €mpiricism, The Natural sciences, however beholden o
» MUt in the epg appeal in the testing of hypotheses to

observation and €Xperiment, Mathematics, however, broceeds in an
almose purely a prioy; Manner, with proof the ter

e Empiricises have 4 problem here. How is ny
kenenally, how s 4 Prior’ knowle,

mination of the enterprise,
athematicg possible? (More

dge possible?) Whae was Cantor doing
when e discov, red and started o chypy the re;

alm of the nfinite using
nnthmg bue rhnughr arxd calculatioy 4 his guides

It seems 1o g 1 great deal to eage the Empirieists problem here to say
that Caneor did no literally discover new CPHnCs i the way thae Hubble
discovereq the galaxies, but insteaq only discovered possibilities that had
not beer, Previously Brasped. It goes Without saymng that these discoveries
are inportane and may require geniys o make. But the for
‘discovexy' does then fequire qualificatjonf I am po;
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ics is still a surprising
Empiricist problem is completely solved. Mathemancl :; z)t:l t; Surbriang
ffaipr even if all it does is to chart logical space or;l\]lajit pon thereof. Bus
:he problem begins to wear a more hopeful aspect.

at 11.4.

ERS
I1.3 RATIONAL AND REAL NUMB

. mm tion for this
W come to what seems a significant reco et?:i:tion by Peter
now . a
ac:ount of natural humber, something brougl;: t: S,IZ whole theory was
wher
Forrest. (See Forrest and Armstror?gv 1987led to an earlier paper by G?en
first set forth. A considerable debt is alsc? OWI ccount of the natural, ratio-
ive a unfvocal a ) i1 the
1980.) It enables us to g L. functions i
Kelssier:;i ?eal Zlumbers The unit-determining p;OP‘:}:?'mmmls but now
nal, . it dos for » but
i he reals as it hat is the
for the rationals and ¢ : regate t
iS:'.ne ‘;in:’W that acts as a unit of quantity and;h;yaige ugnit The unit-
isa ¢ . .
ion i ¢ were, measur i h other
f the relation is, as i ) tion to eac
gtte:ntsr?] Oproperty and the aggregate stand in a rzl;amauy caten cake,
ctermin A
thatis a relatgion of proportion. Thus, the 3ggregate’yszycomplete cake of this
. t, sa
; tity of the unit, ‘ ber 2/3. The
be two-thirds of the quantity ] nal numbe ,
ma:/ This proportion can be identified with the ratl;’e ar? times the unit-
sort. ‘
aggregate psay the area enclosed by a Clrde’ n:l)t/ roportion is the re.al
gﬁ f ,here r, the length of the radius. Tha };m which differenti-
uantity, \ )
:umbg e’ The special feature of the na@miln:z :rlr:ey carve up the aggre-
ates them ﬂ‘gm the rationals and the reals, is tha these units or ones are
te into units, into ones. (In the simplest caseiS) rs a special link with
e \ e
rglzn—overlapping.) This gives the natural numbers for the rationals and
lasses. But just as in the case of the natural numbers,
classes.
i i . d to,
the reals the relations are internal hich Forrest and | returne
This view is actually an old one to whic Frege-Russell account of
| } v,ewesult of dissatisfaction with (hc refm does not permmt 2
part ylas a rb hich, if taken as a starting P}:) id view was beauti-
ers, which, . 50
rlaFura oum ‘ f the three sorts of number. :r ] Arithmetic (1769),
rified account of ¢ Isaac Newton in his Universal . o o the
rully Summeg ;:dei’ ;:)ahn Bigelow for drawing my atte
and 1 am indebted to

1 d
quotation: ) tes, as the abstracte
d not so much a Multtude of lii':d- which we take for
By Number we umflc_rs!m n ther Quantity of the same
Ratio of any Quantity, 1o ano P 2
Unity.
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‘A multitude of unities” is actually a wonderfully good description of a
many-membered class. But, as Newton intimates, a natural number (if
greater than one) is not a multitude of unities, but rather it is a ratio of a
mult'itude of units to a unit. A number (natural, rational and real) is always
a ratio, a certain sort of relation.

{(Although Newton puts the view so concisely, it goes right back to the

Grgcks. [ am indebred to Jim Franklin for the following passage from
Aristotle (1941):

t|hc (lmt means the measure of some plurality, and *number’ means a measured
plurahty and a plurality of measures. . . . The measure must always be some iden-

tical thing predicable of all the things it measures, e.g. if the things are horses, the
measure s thorse’, ‘

Metaphysics, 1088a4-9, trans. W, 1). Ross.)
_ Joel Michell (1‘)?)3). though sympathetic to our general view, holds that
it uceds to be modified. (For Michell's important work, see also his 1994.)

1;)hc trouble arises with continuous quantity. He argues, giving examples,
that:

[ﬂor. continuous q_uanu'ties, relative magnitudes are themnselves relative to additive
rela_thng A magnitude of any quantity together with an additive relation defines
an infinite series of multiples of that magnitude. . .. Numbers may then be under-
stood as binary relations between infinite series of multiples, where the multiples
are based upon the same additive relation. In the special case,ofdiscrete quantities

. . : . .
hese[bulllary relations rgduce to relative magnitudes between quantitative proper-
ties. In the case of continuous quanuities they do not.

(p- 332).

But while grancing the importance of Michell’s qualification, it seems

that‘ even in the continuous case there is a simplest sort of additivity,

addmvlty.whcre the sum of two quantities is nothing more than their

n}engologlcal sum. This would seem to have strong claims to be their sum.
If this is correct, then Forrest’s idea can still be upheld.

1.4 MATHEMATICAL AND LOGICAI TRUTH

Wc‘ have suggested that the mathematical truth that some mathematical
entity exists has as its truthmaker the possibility of the existence of certain
statgs of affairs, These states of affairs are the contingent ones involving
particulars and universals, from which we are proposing to build the world.
Thus. the number aleph,,. the number of the class of the natural numbers,
exists. One sufficient condition for this truth of mathematics is the

180

———REE

Number

1 1 } ich can
possibility that the class of electrons 15 an infinite class, a class which ¢

be correlated one—one with the natural numbers. The infu?ity of'the class
nner by saying that it is possible that,

can be explained in a non-circular ma ' 1 :
finite) number, there exists a class O

for every class of electrons that has a (
electrons having greater finite number. o
But unless one thinks that possibilities, including mere Posmbllmes: are
real entities, an actual truthmaker has not yet been provided. Consider,
however, the actual class of electrons, past, present and future. Assunie, to
take the most difficult case for us here, that this class 1s finite. Egch memlber
of the class has the properties necessary and sufficient for bemg ;" eo;:
tron, and being an electron is 2 unit-determining property: le}e]n t ; Cﬁ o
binatorial ways of arriving at possibilities, and provided that t ; n oessibil-
reduplication of particulars is one of these ways, then we have the p

) M ; i
ity of aleph, electrons. That this is a genuine posslblllty is sufficient,

; ) e finite
suggest, for the ‘existence’ of the mathematical object ﬂeph‘l: Sto :\l:hmaker
. . 1 i T
class of electrons (we are supposing it to be finite) will be the

for the possibility that this class 1s infinite.

What sort of possibility is it that 1s involved? . there-
trons would be alien electrons. It is impor tant fo_' our farymefh;t Jlien
fore, as argued in 10.4 contrary to an earhgr view 0 hmmei,5 o
electrons be possible and not merely con?elvable. ?ft o is genuinely
infinity somewhere else in the world, fo.r 1r.15tanCe.v if Spa;e losgsibiliw of
continuous, respectable combinatorial prmc:ples give usvt g p{ o e\,"erv
an infinite class of electrons. But suppose th? worldallsi n:l:ctmns are
respect. Then clearly there will be need for ahe_ns. Ifdi;nem) o the
thought of as electrons that are dﬁm",[ (numencallly :sr then, it was
electrons that happen to be the cowlity Of'the . e'clzl'?de,s So i; 15 gen-
argued with a little crepidation, We have genuine POt lnl)ben: of electrons,
uinely possible, in a world that contains only 2 ﬁﬂ"t. ,nnl:‘ will suffice for
for there to be aleph, electrons. And that, 1t seenby
mathematics.

The question of what the existence ©
15 4 very special question. What of more © »
What, for instance, of 7+ 5= 127 Given that sue
it is necessary that the conjunction of any sever © nce. an entatlment.
five objects is twelve objects. But this is a supervements.

. - f beng n thi
So, according to our usual argument, there is no increase o 4

. . 1. It 15 neces-
e is symmetrical.
. ore, the su ervenienc :

conclusion. Furtherm ) junction of seven objects and five

sary thar rwelve objects divide into 2 ¢O

The supposed extra elec-

£ the mntinite nunthers comes 0.
rdinary mathematical truths?
h truths afe necessary. then
bjects and any furthe?
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ﬁlrther objects. But symmetrical supervenience can be nothing but iden-
tity (s.efe 2.12). We thus reach by a new route an old conclusion that math-
ematician and logician mean the same thing by their sign ‘=". The truth
Fhat ?+5=12 is an identity. (The numbers 7 and 5 will each be partially
identical with 12. Mathematical addition, +, is identical with the
mereological +.)

The metaphysician has options here, though. One could accept that
such truths are necessary and so, given our definition of supervenience
that th.e two sides of the equation do supervene on each other, yet at the’
same time hold that there is no identity involved. What we w’ould have
on this view, is necessity with increase of being. Note that this is a re‘ec—y
tlon‘of Independence in this situation. Two distinct states of affairs are eJach
entailed by the other. It would be natural, if one took this line, to see this
asa coﬁnnection between distinct universals. The connection v:ull take the
fquwmg t.’orm. Something being of the 7+5 state-of-affairs type entails
and is entailed by the same something being of the 12 state-of-affairs type
The inference from this to the universally quantified truths about the.
tokens of these types then seems perspicuous.

o :;:::;;r OIEUOI'I is to deny that mflthematical truths are necessary.
ly this will be done on the radical ground that the whole neces-
§ary/co'ntmgent distinction is a mistake. The difficulty with this position
is th.Qt it cannot explain the huge difference between the wn.y nf: pro-
ceeding in the rfltimml sciences of mathematics and logic, on the one hand
and the way of proceeding found in the natural sciences, on the othcrt
Mathcmat?cs‘procccds through calculations and proofs, that is to say it pro-
ceeds a pnon., and achieves, not certainty in every case, but a very high
ielgree of Fauona.l assurance. The natural sciences proceed by observation
nd aie:fbelrelr;l:gnrt‘;eagtfi;l;%:glll the certainty achieved can be very great, the
e ogree of al assurance often falls short of that achieved by
Th{s difference is in some degree obscured in contemporary theoretical
worls in the natural sciences, particularly in such disciplines as theoretical
}g(:l)’Sl;S.. Chains of formal reasoning, proof of theorems and so on, are
N:::en;‘ne 122:haw£gf just as they are found in mathematics and logic.
beverthe e , 2 alerencc remains, one that sets an uncrossable gulf
berween ¢ rationa and the natural sciences. In mathematics a proof ter-
in Aels) le enterprise. The proof may be controversial and require check-
tergr.mm:;)ol:lteo?etr}t:;nty may not be achievable. But proof is the natural
enterprise. In the natural sciences, however, the
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mathematical derivation of consequences of assurnptions is only a begin-
ning. An essential and empirical step remains. Are these proved conse=
quences borne out by observation and experiment? That the conclusions
drawn from observation and experimentare themselves to greater Of lesser
degree ‘theory-laden’ does not remove the distinction drawn here berween
mathematics and natural science.
It seems, then, that we should reject the rejection of the necessary/ co'n—‘
tingent distinction. In mathematics and logic, at least, we hav.e a Pmm
knowledge of necessary truths. But, as already noted in 112, this raises 2
Kantian question. How is such a priort knowledge possible? .(I't is, of course,
an Empiricist question. A Rationalist, postulating necessitics in re and 2
faculty of Reason to know these necessities, will have no prob?em..) Kants
answer for the case of synthetic a priori knowledge, that the mind 1mp1(i>s§S
such forms upon the world, and so knows what these form.s are, h:fs t e
to recommend it. Why, for instance, even if ordinary physlcal reallt?' 1}513
construction by the mind, should the mind know so exac‘tly what 1t das
done? But Kant’s question remains even if his own answer is wrong and 2

better answer has to be found.
The question is answered, parti
essary truths, though certainly not
being. This is the justitication
Wittgenstein that all necessary truths
should not accept it in this torm, but we ¢at nt
essary truths h:vc different truthinakers. 745=12 has as prelmu:zry
truthniaker the number 12, while the prelininary cruthmaker for 7+61s
13. These numbers, in turn, we have suggested should be éna]});sed 255
(internal) relations. Hence the truth that such n'umbffrs exist aveCial
truthmakers their terms. In general, these terms will exist. But in spe

cases the terms will be no mor¢ than possiblhthS-

i oes to a

This doctrine of the cruthmakers for mathemancal }:ruttl;se dare ol
degree trivialize the latter, even if not in the radical way that they m
with contingent truths their

alized in the Tractatus. BY comparison e Empiricist
truthmakers are reduced. It takes Jess to make them truc.

. : a priort knowl-
can therefore live more easily with the idea that we can haveap

edge of them. That, to 2 degree, answers Kant’s questlor}. b is along
1 what has been said in this section about ma.thematl;ﬂ mi;g (l)flogic.
the right lines, the same general account canbe gnfen of the ;ru i
They, too, are necessary and are discovered a priori by thboug t: ed a priori
tion, with the usual qualification that what comes to be 2¢C p

ally at least, if we suppose that these nec-
ve any increase of

trivial, do not invol
for the doctrine of the younger
say the sam¢ thing, viz. nothing. We
| see its foree. Different nec-
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1S not. because 0{ that certain. / Uld rut (o}
> »
the tru hS floglc Wl“ not anOlVC any

increase of being, Thi

. 1 1

logical constant Sg Whicshby no means entails the Tractatus doctrine that th

Ao Suc},} which are among the terms of these truths, do not si 'f; 1 2

an objective feature 0; t;llm’ thfdum"er%l quantifier, allnessy does PiCEn’;u;
‘ e world. All i '

of tonli _ . Allness facts, higher- i
ty, are the subject of our next but one c}%apt order sates of s

er.

Classes

12.1 CLASSES AND AGGREGATES

If we want to bring classes down 0 earth, down to spacetime, out of the
clutches of those who call them abstract (meaning apparently by this that
classes stand above and beyond particulars, even when their members are
all ordinary particulars?), nothing s more helpful than to attend to the
close relations between a class and its corresponding aggregate. The aggre-
gate is what David Lewis calls the fusion of the members of the class, and
an excellent account of the class/fusion distinction ¢an be found in Lewis’
1991, 1.1. Peter Simons (1987) calls aggregates ‘ums’. | retain the word
aggregate because it is the term [ have used in earlier Writings.

Tt will be assumed here, as Lewts also assumes but Simons denies, that
to every class there corresponds jts aggrepate. fndecd, still in agreement
with Lewis, it will be assumed that wherever there are some things, there
is a class of these things. This

IS an aggregate ot them, whether or not there
s has been

is the principle of Unrestricted Mereological Composition: A
1 . n . . ¥y
emphasized a number of times already, this permissive mereology 15 31

ontologically uncostly assumption because the aggregate supervenes on

the sum of its parts, 2 supervenience that seems ant excellent candidate for

an ontological free lunch.

Considering the more restricted principle, that for every class there
exists the aggregate of their members, it 15 interesting to ask whether
something near to its CONVerse s true. [s it the €ase that for every aggre-

gate there exists classes of whichitisa member? More pafticuhd% st fhe
Jass whicht

case that for every aggregate there exists its singleton class, the € ‘
ve princi-

has that aggregate as sole member? { think that this is an attractt
s internal to his particular systerm.

Ple. but we shall see that Lewis, for reason th
is forced to deny it for certain special €ases: More of this at the end of th¢

chapter.
It is convenient, though not more than conven
hat themselves contain no classes as parts-

the first place upon aggregates t

jent, tO concentrate in
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Consider one of these aggregates. We can operate upon the aggregate by
distinguishing parts within it in all sorts of ways. This ‘division’, as we may
call it, is to be an exhaustive division, leaving nothing over. I picture the
aggregate as a rather big thing, and the division as a matter of drawing lines
that mark out smaller portions of the thing, so dividing the aggregate into
parts. It does not matter if the portions overlap, or if some portions are
proper parts of other portions, though it is nice and neat if neither of these
things is so. There is even the limiting case where the line is drawn round
the aggregate as a whole, the improper part of the aggregate. Indeed, at A,
where a is a proper part of aggregate A, counts as a ‘division’ of A.

This gives our first fix on classes, Given permissive mereology,
Unrestricted Mereological Composition, to every class there corresponds
an aggregate which is the mereological sum of the members of that class.
The class is, in a way, the aggregate, but it is the aggregate with something
added, viz. a certain particular division of the aggregate, with that partici-
lar division as essential to making it that class. Suppose, for instange, we have:

A (the aggregate)=b+c+d+e
C (associated class)={b, ¢, d, e}.

The aggregate could have been divided in all sorts of different ways, say:
A=fg+h

yet still be the same aggregate. That the sum is the same, is all that matters.
This would be so even if b, ¢, d, and e are all atoms. Not so the class. It has
to have just the same members, the same division, if it is to retain its iden-
tity. So the class C is the aggregate A plus a strict way of dividing A into parts.

But what is this division? It is not literal physical division. But it is not
mere thought either. There must be some point d’appui in the aggregate
that makes that division real. What is it? But before answering this ques-

tion, we turn to an important contribution to the ontology of classes made
by David Lewis.

12.2 CLASSES AS MEREOLOGICAL WHOLES

.Lewis (1991) has pointed out that classes can be represented as mereolog-
ical sums of the singletons (unit classes) of their members. Thus:

{a,b,c,d,...}

14
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is equivalent to, identical with:

(a}+{b)H{gHidt i

. - - - M o

What Lewis pcrceived, and then took to this limit, 18 1the‘lt th:n:ie]:}z;(:l:hjs
a class to its (non-null) sub-classes is 2 whole/part 1€ anozlo e
relation is governed by nothing but the rules of the :;l:r; eregmeredog—
lus. By presenting a class as the fusion or aggregate, € e ment in
ical sum, of the singletons of its members, §he mereo ‘i o veand.
dasses is laid fully bare. Mereology, it seems

I . jcal sums are no
Furthermore, we have the plausxble thesis that mereolog

. then focus more
. . eir parts. We can
increase of being over and above their p es, the singletons, and ask

. i s
dlearly on the non-mereological elementin clas

‘What are they?’. dusty answer. He finds the
It is at this point that Lewis gives Us :; very linga Suzzle wellbr ought

‘ . . uzzling, ;
relation of singleton to 1ts member utterly P B Singletons ). About

i in his 1995 (sec. 2, ‘Mysteriot
e only posave concls lrsx Lewis comes to is that singleton and member

the only positive conclusio omMONSENSE iS worth

i€ phi ical ¢ .
are “entirely distinct’ (p. 41)- Yet if phllosop};x ingleton must contain its
anything, that should be false. In some Way: t E.S ] commonsense on the
member. (Not that 1 want to place philosop lfjnoﬂ‘ ense. But it has its
same high epistemic pedestal as Moorean €O

) i
ite i illi solve his problem by je
e s T g folies w‘ﬂmgliioi:cipline of set theory onl the

soning classes. To impugn the ln;lthcmam:ld be. one SUPPOSES: rather like
strengeh of a philosophital argument w;tﬂ ) p; © doxes
. . . no :
impugning motion on the strength of Ze have already

. H hat we
The reason for Lewis’ difficulty 13 the point t(:i()gicall composition
touched upon (3.721 & 8.2). Lewis holds that mere

i e concludes that a
is the only form of composition that thf:rﬂ is. Hfi':)c(ec};nnm e e
singleton class, which is not 2 mereologlcal co'micre, A el drawn "
entity. We ourselves part company with Lew1s ¢ Oéher P  composi-
the present work is that there has to be at least on gl o aposition
tion in the world. We have already found non-me B o ot
in states of affairs. Perhaps, then, states of affairs
present problem. '

Consider a molecular state of affairs:

1 w being H& - -
a’s being F & b being G & ¢5 being

be replaced bY: .
We have already argued that the & here can > hahole of mereolog“:al

. i
with, the mereological +, giving us 2 mereolo!

is identical
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atoms’. (So-styled because they are impenetrable by mereology.) But now
consider the mereological whole of singletons:

{a}+{b}+{c}+. ..

If & is no other than +, then the mereology involved in many—membered
classes must remind us of molecular states of affairs. The simplest hypoth-
esis will then be that a singleton is an atomic state of affairs. The embed-
ding of member in its singleton will be the embedding of a particular, or
more generally sonie entity, in a state of affairs. To put the hypothesis in
more neutral language, which may recommend it more generally, it is
giving the entity some property. (I will suggest shortly that the property
should be one that marks the entity out as one thing, as a unit.) This, subject

to o weakening amendment still to be introduced, is the hypothesis that will be
detended in this chapter.

12.21 Resemblances between classes and states of affairs

The fact that many-membered classes, when analysed as mereological
sums of the singletons of their members, model conjunctions of monadic
states of affairs when analysed as mereological sunis of their conjuncts, 15
an important resemblance, There are cwo others. This, of course, does not
prove that classes are states of affairs, but it does give aid and conitfort to
the thesis.

It has already been pointed out that first-order states of affairs, despite
having universals among their constituents, are particulars. This is the
“victory of particularity’ (8.4). The same goes for classes of first-order par-
ticulars. Such a class, whether or not it is a singleton, is not a repeatable,
it is not ‘predicable of many’. So it seems to be a first-order particular.
This, incidentally, is one reason why it is potentially so misleading to call
classes a species of universal. (It would seem, however, that classes of uni-
versals are repeatables.)

The third point of resemblance is that the location of classes and the
lacation of states of affairs are rather obscure matters. In the case of classes
this has encouraged the silly idea that classes are not located at all. As has
been pointed out. just thinking about the way that classes stand to their
aggregates should dispel this idea, at least for the case of ordinary particu-
lars. Some have suggested that states of affairs {facts) are not located cither
{Grossmann, 1992, ch. 2, sec. 2 ~The localization problem). And, indeed, it
is true that some features of our discourse encourage the idea that states of
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he fact that
affairs are not located. 1f we are asked where we woulddlcz:ilt;l (: e ime,
Brisbane is to the north of Sydney, we ar¢ abit stun;PC . o ienar T adic
states of affairs involving first-order particulars, and 11 g)e e o in a .
states of affairs involving such particulars, do seem to

ted. In 8.8 we tried to explain this

viz. where these particulars are local : ot that it is in spacetime that
; 3 ; nting O .
somewhat confusing situation by pointing arology is correct

things are said to have locations, bu ¢ hat 1f'a Facmalslsscttr(:lblage of states of
then spacetime CONSists of (is identical with) an :11 the same reasonably
affairs. It may therefore be strictly incorrect, but Ling: that they are Sup~
intelligible, to locate states of affairs within the thing

posed to constitute.

UNITHOOD
12.3 UNIT—DETERMINING PROPERTIES AND

airs, where
We are seeking (for the present) to interpret {4} & mz:rfof . What
ahas a certain property. The braces V\r.lll.stand in for aszd must be put on
property? The following constraint, it 1s NOW sugg: be s,uCh that it deter-
any candidate for the property. The property U ones, 3 mercolog-
mines a unit. A class is one or more units, one or.morc t;e such that it
ical whole of these ones, and the property r'eqU‘:v(: “::::ted é)ut the link
picks out the particular a as a on¢. Barry Miller '}‘:i pthcsc pmperties are
between such propertics and count-nows. Rou!;\ ):‘,r,troﬂg’ 1978a, such
the ontological correlates of cnunt—noun&‘ﬂ Ar;ﬂ» ’ PrOPcrtics.) Thus,
properties are called, not very happily, ‘partict an;hf articular a may be
being extended is 1ot a unit-deternuning property- P

: ame
ed things. Thes
extended. But it 1s not on¢ as opposed to many extend

o a (delineated)
goes for a property such as being red- But the property of be€ (

must be a property
square is 2 unit-determining properry. Tbe p“;f}elthr operty- Under these
that makes the object a just one instantiation O membered

: of a many-
conditions it will play its part, where 4153 membert yield that

. as to
Co ~ te in such 2 way
class, in dividing up the associated aggresd vision involved. But

. is no di
class (see sec. 1). For singleton classes tbere 18 and its member. On the
there is still a distinction between the Smgletonas a single thing, 3 one, 4
present theory, this will be taking the.memlﬁ)ﬂ' mereological whole of
unit. And a many-membered class will be just 2
these ones, each member taken as 3 ORE b universals, and in most

These unit-determining properties need not b€ ¢ 2 singleton is 3 first-
cases they will not be universals. If the me“::e:(:ere will always be some
order particular, then it is plausible to think tha
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unit-determining property-universal which it instantiates. (And it is an
interesting speculation, which [ do not however know how to support
further, that every first-order property-universal is unit-determining.) But
our theory is meant to deal with all classes, and so unit-determining prop-
erties will be required for classes when they are members of classes. It is
unlikely that there are many classes which have property-universals among
their unit-determining properties. The higher up the class hierarchy, the
more unlikely that this is so. In general, even when the member is nota
class, unit-determining properties will be second-class properties, being a
delineated square, being a cat and so on. That means that the states of affairs
ivolved will be second-class states of affairs (3.9). Such properties and
states of atfairs exist, though, cven if they are supervenient upon the first-
class states of atfairs, and are available to us to use in our analysis of what
a singleton is.

In the discussion of second-class properties at 3.9, it was emphasized
that sccond-class properties attach to their subjects contingently. Al states
of affairs, even second-class states of affairs, are contingent. If then, a
singleton is to be analysed as the embedding of the member in a state of
affairs, the unit-determining property will have to attach to the member
contingently. I believe that this condition makes intuitive sense. A single-
ton 1§ its member plus something more. The image of drawing lines on an
aggregate to carve it up in a certain way, a carving up that transforms a
mere aggregate into a class, certainly suggests something more. It suggests
an addition of being to the mere member. I should add that in earlier
expositions of my theory (in particular my 1991) ! failed to make this
important point explicit.

The condition of contingent attachment is rather strong though, and it
will soon be seen that it leads to trouble, trouble that will force us to
modify the theory of what a singleton is.

For the present, though, we consider another less troubling difficulty. A
particular is as it were put into a singleton by a unit-determining property.
But we do not really want that umit-determining property appearing in
the analysis of being a singleton. We want something much more abstract.
We want the niember to be one of something, and that requires a unit-
deterniining property. But we don't want that unit-determining property
actually appearing. After all, the member might have many other unit-
determining properties that would do. We don’t want them all.

The problem does not seem particularly difficult. There is a second-
order property of the member that will do the job admirably. It is the prop-
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ini avid Lewis has
enty of having some first-order unit-determining property- D

(3 ested 1th00d for lh]’s (()llelty It
. 3 .

gg to me the CXCCHEIlt name Of ‘Un P l

comes Wlth no OntologiCal cost. It SUPCTVC“CS upO!l eaCll Of the unt

(le[er e en’]ber ()1 ”le snlgletoll
mmlng propel nies that, Cont‘lngend’, th m

FF ens to ha&e~ Ihe unlt—detel“l““ng p!opel t1es Of the Ille"lbel are eaCh

t

: ] that member. Bu

one of them truthmakers for the having .Of umtho(:ld b}’ e vactness for

that is the limit of their role. Unithood itself has the ,"g . not Quine’s)
> i sens

the abstract notion of a class. (‘Abstract here in Locke’s s

heory presented in
So as our theory of singletons stands at present, the theory p

lny ]99] a . - B .
’ vin Unlthood, Oflts hav“lg
P peI it iS a matter Ofthe men’\be[ ha g

ingently attachin
some property, first or second class, conungently

ORY
12.4 PROBLEMS FOR THE 1991 THE

) eat difficulties.
But the theory of singletons presented in the.lt paper fa';eijlgrpfoperties can
(1) One immediate worry is whether unie SRR L Ry unic-
always be found. Consider the singleton {a}. of affairs. If all states of
determining property for a so that we Bt S & b the property
affairs are to be contingent, even second-class states -rty found. But then
must attach to g contingently. SUppose Sth ? r;:(‘)f:t:i of affairs. Tt will
we face {{a}}. We want a propesty for this furthet %8, 5y and
probably have to be a second-class property: va unit-determining prop-
so on ad infinitum. A lot of contingently attaching

g gol“ t be lleede(l HaV Wi ranceé l]|at lhey existe Do
(=4 € any assura
g o .

i i did provide such
we need a special axiom to say that they exist? And if we P

an axiom, what would be its truthmaker? o Nelson Goodman’
(2) This leads on to a second worry, drawn

.. , 8). Goodman
protests about set theory in ‘A World of I.nd1v1vdl13:(5)te(:?i a)n Empiricist
refuses to accept the classes of the set theorist. .Hfs Easoni“g' populate the
one. Set theorists, proceeding by purely 4 prio™ : all these classes in addi-
world with the set theoretical hierarchy: There are our intellectual

: nciled with
tion to their members. How can th.lS be reCOb g asked to give counte-
conscience as Empiricists? It 15 a$ if we are beng

) . ant! N
nance to the Ontological Argument: d be removed if it could be argllltd
. ou . it al to
1t seerns that this second worry W . ogically addition
that the set theorist’s classes are not some,thmgho r:tionl tﬁrn n‘fay seem quite
the aggregates that they are associated w1th_' T 1 the class 15 there? That
plausible. Given the members, is it not entailed that

a’r the (9,4} e to rvenc on i])e ex’lS!ClI( ¢ Of
. 1 f h ClaSS secms SuPe n
stence O t
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the members. It is true that there are certain entities that cannot all be put
together in the one class, or at least, if ‘proper classes’ are admitted canszt
be put tczgether in the one set. There is no class of all singletons o,r at least
no set of all singletons. But if the proposed members, put all to, ether
su}table, the class must automatically be there. Such’ su! ervenig one
might then argue, is no ontological addition. ’ e e
Thls attempt to rescue classes from the strictures of Goodman seems
quite hopeful in jtself. Unfortunately, however, it appears to be fatal to th
view that singletons are states of affairs! Solving Goodman’s difﬁcul0 tiz
this way m;\kn:s our own theory untenable. Singletons are said to tge
certain sort of state of affairs: an entity having unithood, where, behi 3
the sccvmvldmrdcr property of unithood, there must ,be son;e u::t—
flc'tc~r11|||1||1g property. These states of affairs, though they will regularly be
fc}s(imd—rlass stgtcs of affairs, must themselves, like the flrst-clafl:tate); otf
atfairs, btf contingent (see 3.9). But if they are contingent, then the might
:?t ogm"»]f.- The entity would then not have any unit—dc,terminin; prgp—
vet:i.en:et 1()(5;),5;:;::;1: say}farewell to any ontologically innocent super-
5 Thee sito on its member.
Gideon Roosen (19 ;15t)lesFmay seem to pall beside a difficulty raised by
Ol 1999) Roser.l (hor ot:er, I think less damaging, criticism see Alex
together w“h. o :15 shown tbat the 1991 theory of singletons
a1 prodin: a1cte mt?re-()loglcal composition (which I am com-
etion ey nOIh’contrad‘lcuon. Indeed, fls he points out, the contra-
e nan;rrleg p;rFlcularly to do with classes. The desire to give
g o nacu o 'smgletons led me to suggest that every object
e . mereotogied) n unique state of affairs (the unithood fact). The
obiocts e iy, an atpm. Soa on@ne correspondence between
composition. e n: (r;qt;;recé . But given 'unrestricted mereological
lenot 2o atiece. bor f Slf e. Given n atoms in the universe, there are at
. mercnlngim]"m use hor_ each non-empty class of atoms there exists
o ,‘(,,: al.l "11>(l)t iﬂcnr vmcmbcrs‘ And it is a familiar fact, since
e il The s l. 2 —! 15 a grcatc:r number than n, even if n 15 an
bt e (mb’d.. e fu 1 detail of Rosens paper is greatly worth studyin
ids this here. e
i suppose - i
o ps‘; ; ::alt?;tw(:l:f Lt(:)f.uv]d>0b_l€ct to Rosen that there may be objects
et umt—deter;mn.a airs?) tha.t do not have singletons, and so do not
e ing properties. But unless much more can be said,
perately ad hoc.

4 . .
(4) There is yet another difficulty for the theory. Consider the world
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be the world, the totality of being,
n thin particular. It must be the
lecular state of affairs. The

pleonastically for me the actual world. To
it must be the world as thick rather tha
world with all its properties upon it, a huge mo
world so taken appears to be an object, a particular. As such, it should pre-
sumably have its singleton. But can it have a singleton, given the theory
being defended? To embed the world into a contingent state of affairs, say
F(W), is to set up a further state of affairs in addition to the states of affairs

that constitute the world. Another contradiction.

12.5 THE THEORY MODIFIED

eed!'But I suggest that they can all be met by a
heory. (Set out briefly in my reply
s to accept that the set-the-

Formidable objections ind
relatively simple modification of the t
to Rosen, 1995.) The key to the modification 1
oretical hierarchy is a mathematical structure. For me it is not the fundz.l—
mental mathematical structure, as some philosophies of mathematics will
have it, but it is a mathematical structure. (And one in which other
mathematical structures can be modelled.) Now it was argued in the pre-
vious chapter, on independent grounds independently arrived at, that

mathematical structures may or may not be :nstantiated. The proper reac
tion to this, it was further suggested. is not to embrace a Platonist theory
«istence’ of such a

of mathematics. Rather we should accept that the ‘e !
structure is no more than the possibility of the existence of objects that
instantiate the structure, with the mere pmsibi]ities non

changes our view of set theory. Tt describes certain mathematical struc-

tures which are not necessarily instandated, and so do not necessarily exast
g this, then the pressure of

in the full ontological sense. Acceptin ; .
Goodman’s case against taking all classes with ontological seriousness is
greatly relicved. (Though, of course, weight is thrown of the theory of
possibility.)

We now introduce a dis
empirical’ singletons. In an empirical sin
In an actual state of affairs, a unithood fact. T .
there is a mere (unrealized) possibility that the member is so
Rosen’s result shows that not all singletons can be empirlcal'-
in the set theoretical hierarchy empirical singletons must B¢ out- (Al-qd
the case of W, the world, seems to give us an actual case where an emgtr-
ical singleton is impossible.) But that does not macter for set theory, whn.ch.
describes a possible, not necessarily actual, prion

_existents. This

tinction between ‘empirical’ and ‘non-

gleton the member is embedded
na non-empirical singleton
embedded.

Somewhere

structure. For the a
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dxsc1.pl.1r'1e: of set theory, no more is required for a singleton than th
possibility that the member has a unit-determining property. ’
th:not;v: :)r;a}; .?OW re»defme unitbOQd, oneness, as demanding no more
o df sibility of a umt—deterr{nmng property. And the truthmaker for
e modal truth Fhat a certain object might have had a unit-determining
};roierty, t}.xough it actually lacked such a property, will be the object itself.
o have a singleton, the object need only be such that a unit-determininy
property could attach to it contingently. )
ofl:o:gfgv::z o\f)vg}:aspmg this mod.iﬁcation involves using the notion
o Powible hor s.f 4 en the set-theorist says that a certain class, C, exists,
<o " of t is statement as prefaced by ‘In some (large enough)
p e world . .. (See Peter Forrest’s remark about my view of
mathematical existence at 11.2.) Take a C some of whose r?lembers -
izlrlhsssaclasselsd themselves — lalck unit-determining properties. There will
.Suitable C\J(\)/(L)lrlt, a merely 4possnble world, where these members (or their
ke <ol 1 ferﬂ[falrts) exist an.d do have a unit-determining property.
They st o :t }: airs do not exist from the standpoint of the actual world.
word they e ::1% t~o'thlc ﬂsum of actuality. But inside the nierely possible
o ; pirica LlaSSf.jS and add to the sum of thart ‘reality’.
me, of course, the possible worlds, taken realistically, are a fiction.

So this theory of classes depe R
theory of modahty ses depends on there being a satisfactory Actualist

12.6 HAS THE WORLD A SINGLETON?

The case o ; . .
the presentft\}zc:r; ;:,Oid' fls very illuminating, at least for the grasping of
It can be seen a riori eh mish this chapter by giving it some attention.
an actual, contingfml e t:e World., the totality of being, cannot have
would demand that th):? :vmfd ltr: g unit-determining property. For that
state of affairs, and then i orld be a mere constituent of some contingent
a class of whiéh W is th " V\llould ot be. the world. Yet can we not form
the whole set-theoreti e] o member, indeed can we not go on to erect
But suppose that al;c:h hierarchy on top of W? It certainly seems so.
is that it be possible that i a; 1$ pecessary for something to have a singleton
provide W with its Siangllt ave a unit-determining property. Then we can
have been a mere part 0:“)“- .For is it not the case that the world might
world is a spacetinie, it con S}:‘mem of a larger object? For instance, if the
fashion, at a singl e h ave had a twin attached to it, Siamese
¢ spacetime point. Then the ‘original’ world would have
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d have had certain

been related to its twin 1n a state of affairs, and so woul "
operties. It would have had an

actually instantiated unit-determining propertiss. i
empirical singleton. Of course, the new W, callit W', would lack an puld
ical singleton. But we can allow W' to have a singleton, be'c’ause it wo

W' was embedded ina still larger W'

again be possible that
s, then no aggregat

If, pace Lewis, the actual is all that there 1 ‘
can be larger than W. The fusion of all empirical singletons, for instance,
would scem to be W, and certainly cannot be anything more. W, we have
argued, has a singleton, though 2 hon-empirical singleton. A aggreﬁa:
less than W presumably has a singleton of some sort. It would seem, then,

that every aggregate has its singleton. : i

We nrz:y iint%ast this with Lewis’s position. Consider, 1n partlcular,t:;llf
the set—theoretical singletons. Set-theory tells us that there Ca.fl be no 5; o
these singletons. Perhaps, however, they forma ‘proper .class .Or perd p
the word ‘all’ here is no more than the universal quannﬁer, here usec to
make plural reference to each singleton. OF perhaps these tWo 1595“11(;11:2
are really the same position. However this may be, ng:s, ho ;ﬂg )
myself to Unrestricted Mereological Composition, thinks that there 18

: . i iction, he
fusion, an aggregate, of all the singletons. But on pai Ofcom,mgl won. Yet
. . > . - etorn.
is forced to say that this fusion of all the singletons lacks a sing

t its singleton.

there seemns something anomalous about a fusion wntltqu o
‘All the singletons 18 a sct-tht"orttlca
and it the actual is all thas c.:xnsts. orllly
some of these singletons will be empirical classes. The uon—cm-pmul smgnea
tons will be states of atfairs that do not exist. As such they u.n.mot swc11 !
fusion. The states of affairs will be possible. and so may be saxlci t; swtv::uCh
fusion in some possible world that is larger than the actual world. B4

worlds are fictions, even if useful fictions.

e, no fusion,

My theary avoids the anomaly.
notion, a mathematician’s notion,

is given. They
The set-theo-
d beyond the
han chart a

To sum up, the empirical classes ar given when the world
supervene on certain aspects of the structure of the world.
retical hierarchy is not so given. It, as 1t were, stretches out an
empirical classes. But it can do this because it does no more t

possible mathematical structure.
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Totality states of affairs

13.1 HIGHER-ORDER STATES OF AFFAIRS

The main object of this chapter is to discuss a particular sort of higher-
order state of affairs: totality facts, But it will be useful to begin by saying
some things about higher-order states of affairs generally.
1£ it is true that what supervenes is no increase of being beyond its sub-
venient base, no increase beyond that which it supervenes upon, then our
only concern here is with non-supervenient higher-order states of affairs.
‘Higher-order” here, of course, has no reference to any higher realm, to
anything cut off from the world of first-order states of affairs, the space-
time world if the thesis of Naturalism is true. It simply picks out those
states of affairs which themselves have one or more (lower-order) states of
affairs as constituents or else it picks out states of affairs that involve only
universals: relations between state-of-affairs types.

Thus, suppose there is, as | maintain, singular causation involving on¢
state of affairs bringing about another state of affairs, as it may be a being
F bringing about b’s being G. Suppose this to be a genuine dyadic relation,
external and not involving any further entities. Because the terms of the
relation are states of affairs, this will be a higher-order state of affairs. But
it is not otherworldly! Again, if one state-of-affairs type brings about 3
further state-of-affairs type, this is a higher-order state of affairs because it
is a causal relation between universals. It exists only in its instantiations. 50
it, too, is not otherworldly.

It was contended in chapter 10 thae, in considering what possibihties
there are, one should think combinatorially. Consider first~order states of
affairs only, abstracting from the existence of any higher-order states of
atfairs that there may be. Complete combinatorial freedom for these states
of affairs exists if and only if all wholly distinct states of affairs are inde-
pendenr, that is, they fail in every case to entail or exclude each other. (This,

of course, is the Tractatus vision. It also owes something to Hume.) Such
Independence may not indeed obtain, but we can at least hope!
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H er- rd T. bec Se ”]C haVE ]()WC] —Older
gh T states Of aﬁalrs, hO s y
1 orae WwWeve au

3 ose the existence of the latter.
1 t
states of affairs as constituents, presuppos

in limits

; : ce, set certain h
Furthermore, higher-order states of affairs, on;:‘e n Pl: b‘e or not be. This

’ irs there ¢a .

tates of affairs - dion

1o what further lower-order ) ingular causa
sounds mysterious, but is not really so. Ifa relat-lon Ef; ?hgi;lrules out the
really holds between two first-order states of affalfsf’ e rtain aggregate of

ce
Caugye say, existing in the absence of the effect. It 2

tes of
i en further sta
states of affairs really 1s the totality of states of affairs, th

. : ion really
. ] nomic relatl
affairs are excluded. And if a certax Jeterministic

. t same
hing’s being an F causes tha
holds between unjversalS, say that something s being 2

—order level.
thing to be a G, then Es that are not Gs ar¢ excluded at the first

jent upon
. ot su ervemen
But because the h"ghep-()rder states of affairs ar¢ n p

- e of the
tail the presenc
these lower-order states of affairs, the latter never €n P

1 -order
re are higher

. Thus, suppose that laws of natu ‘ . Then
higher-order states. '1hus, lations between universais.

irs involving (contingent) 1€ erwee et
h:i;;:f:i:y‘rl‘i\{i ourg world, but with these hxghirto;ie; ks  eheon o
is a possible world. It would be 2 specimen of whal

larity
. fld whose regu
called 2 Hume world, a cosmic coincidence WO

‘ higher-order rela-
mimics (miraculously!) the regularity imposed by the M&

tions of universals.

: ALITY
13.2 STATES OF AFFALRS OF TOT d higher
= . igher-
s. lower- an
Consider the conjunction of all the states of affairs,

. hen this
. : is correct, ©
order, that there are. If the hypothesis of this essa)’t concerned with that
’ § : nof .
conjunction is everything that there is, but we are s all

;s copjunction
point for the moment. Now consider the tl;u{h thlil[ itt}:iruth‘:'nakef be just
the states of affairs. What is its tmth,m aker? c:}u is an essential part of the
the conjunction itself? The conjunction cert! y;md economical if 1t WeTe
truthmaker. But is it sufficient? It would be mfie ea highEr—order fact. It
sufficient. There would be no need to 1ntro ; CV) we cannot get away
seems, however, that, as Russell argued (1918, Vo,

”
from recognizing ‘general facts -

-« conjunction
. . that this con )
- ; hat it is a contingent fact | totality
The point to appreciate 1 ¢ ¢hat the actud

. : Iy possible ]
15 the totality of states of affairs. It is surely F; by other states of affairs, say
of states of affairs might have been increased Y In ordef to Steer clear of
by the addition of just one eXtra seate of affairs. (In

dy
; that of one alrea
the question of aliens, let the extra stat of affairs be l

erty 18 also
. erty, where that prop
existing thing having just on¢ more property:
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instantiated else
where, i i
et bl A Cf)mblnatorlal view of possibility cl
S ty.) Is it enough for a truthmak e
sen il icient for the truth of some truth? e to be no more than
e following consi 1 o 1
. nsideration i
conjunction of B i
g cor on . If it is true 1
conjunction o st of affairs is all the states of affairs, th tha;)'a b only
. )
oo i mox tarc: no more of them. If there arf,: mn e
Proposion 2 et hru'e. That there are no more of th e o
t €
oo o bre i 1;1:0 the truthmaker. But to say thatm hmmt e
e broughs within dzt at they are all the states of affairs Th't e}:e -
oo orasg within e truthmaker. The truthmaker ml.xst bls’ thenf, o
. et ron he ¢ e the fact o
e onjunction fs all )
| senerally, the ‘ all the states of affai
o necc“it};wd bn:latlon of truth to truthmaker is an ialrs.
e v ::td supervenient upon, its terms. If t}:"te'm;l )
DA , . i 1
e anYthiZ choing and parodying Hume, that to i e
Rater 4 priort any lg may be truthmaker for any tr’uth> S e e
t, to limi o
making dhe wlation in:mt v\l/hat the truthmaker for a truth careLy "Ot‘hBut
i o n be without
relations, all ¢ ¢ Fume thought th
' ’ en : ght that, at botto
e phuble hypmhe:f fact’, reduce to spatiotemporal andm, ey
P P t}»15, t}iough one that we will shortly hcausal N,
- - houe S ave to modify.
(its truthn b of true o -
NN proposition to 1
ilosophers Ol)lght Eht external relations? If we do, it . Col:irespondem
A V o e ; . it would seem th
" . ¢ questio » 3 e
—;};:" ovr o eapincl SCiCnC?‘ n of the nature of the truthmaking
ere is one awk i '
B w A
(his potat. 1 1y e th:d little dffﬁculty that ought to be conft
omiometion of sares fa{t:fof an infinite regress. If we say :}Oxn o
- e s. at a certain
1s a state of affai > all he states of affa
e hen s of affairs, and that th
roraliy of appears that the origi ’ e e
B that the original conjunction i
totality minus the to:;.rs, ;ljhe original conjunction isJ e shan e
. \ . no more
ey i the ot ;yt act. To get that latter state of affai t'han e
the wery becs, Wing oa higher totality fact and so ad § p l'mo o
e o require an infinity of such fac; hl'nj}i]mmm‘ n
A . s s, which 1
This difth o
s 1culty, howeve
ours, The regre,“ bcc;Vtr. can receive what has become
S lﬁ\es unthreatening at the point ha ok e
, < ali e one
e e o t};l of states of affairs fact is a t'supewememe
| . : contin
20 emmailed by the fim elged totality states of affairs afte flEnt state of
regress ‘muse- g0 to ;l)ta} ity fact. That is why we are blr Dt the
infin i :
further states of affairs ity. That being so, we are abl e e
. apersene and fohier imote ¢ to say that the
e no i .
no increase of being.
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Different truths, if you like. But all the truths have the very same truth-

maker. The world is not bigger for them.

So we will take it that we do require non
o i is i i i i
r facts of totality. This 1s on¢ logical constant that, pace Wittgensteln, does

signify, It has already been noted in the previous section (it is fairly obvious

but haq to be pointed out to me by David Lewis), that this stat¢ of affairs
constrains the states of affairs ‘below’ it. Given this state of affairs, there
cannot be any further states of affairs in the totality. Independence only
goes one way. Given just the great conjuncrion of lower-order states of

airs, the totality fact is not entailed. But given the totality fact, the great
£ that fact. It was

trivially, itis 2 constituent ©
r facts always constrain the
e, in con-

_supervenient states of affairs

conjunction is given because,
thi 1
his that alerted me to the truth that higher-orde

stat i s .
es of affairs that fall under them. This is important, for instanc
¢ relations between universals

sider .
ring the way that non-supervenient nomi
f affairs that involve these universals.

deeply into the structure OF
be a matter of

hat the word
hilosoph-

constrain lower-order states O
But let us now try to delve 2 little more
fOrfn of states of affairs of totality. This will by no means
saying what totality or allness is, still less a matter of saying W
'3“ means. But it does seem possible to get a moTe perspicuous p
ical view of the form of totality facts (totality states of affairs).
W_C saw that numbers (natural, rational and real) could all be treated as
rclmgnx holding between a unit-property of unit-quantity and the thing
that is numbered, We have 2 similtar situation with totality, although the

na o T o :
tural way of thinking of the relation 1 reversed, going1n the totality case
ty to be being a state of

fro - .
m aggregate to unit. Suppose the unit-proper
jon of states of affairs, stands In

affairs. A certain aggregate, a Vast conjunct

3.C€rtain relation to this property- We may call it the alling ot totalling Tela-

tion, and will symbolize it as T This aggregate totals this property: The

property of being an electron stands in the converse of the T relation to that
<. The ‘property’ of

a .

bggfegate that happens to be the totatity of electron

eing something stands in the converse ofthe T relation to the world, the
orrect, 15 identical with the aggregate ©

world which, if our argument is ¢
all states of affairs. The world totals what there is.

Unlike the numerical relations, however, the T relation is not dictated
by the nature of the terms of the relation. It is not an internal but an exter
nal relation. (It needs to be added to Hume's list of relations of matters o
fact.) As such, it 1s a universal, a real entity, 3 constituent of the world. It
does not seem quite correct, however, to 53y that T is what we pick
out when we use the word ‘all’. Allness, if on€ may sO speak, appears n
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discourse to be a relational property of aggregates, one that supervene
upon thc. holding of the T relation between the agg’regate in que:;ion an;
some unit-property. It is the ‘monadic reduction’ of the T relation, rather
than.the T relation itself (see 6.4 for the notion of a monadic redu,ction)
C‘?ve“ total.it).r facts, and in particular the all-embracing state of affairs o.f
i(:fa du:y, then it is easy to see that all negative states of affairs supervene. So
mxmtoa lr.1ot need negative states of affairs in the basic ontology in addition
o m‘:}tz s;:;fst}(:f .affalrsiIWe can have, as obviously we must have, nega-
e s, Ofafraier;r ot;u:(t)t ;::;ers are always positive states of affairs plus
itiv\fka: ::jultt]! tonsnd@r taking n.eg?ative states of affairs as ontologically prim-
o L 1en trylpg to exhibit totality states of affairs as supervenient
Sach ‘hrst-ordcr thin particular would be a constituent ofip bl'
negative as well as positive states of affairs. But even then we nnurl]:iera ;
ssvo'mcl sort of closure condition to eliminate further particula‘:,so;nd IIlenei-
t}cl::at:;tnlr?d ttl}at condition looks to be a totality fact. It is true, of course,
s HIO:;'?';C:Ct;‘ t:cmselves partake of the nature of negation. They are
o e}dst:‘,Au gzt:t a bopnd?ry, beyond which nothing, or nothing
o st 10 % kmlgatlon 1s negatl.on. as Spinoza said. All the more
reson. thou " or| Wllth Fhese totality states of affairs only, and not
m gative states of affairs into our ontology in a more i
o promiscuous
rightlinl:fvag:l:ohtzﬁeobjrzg]ed in (filscus§1on that this T relation cannot be the
held beroreen 3 o per em 0l t.otahty facts. The relation is supposed to
being, of coumer a[l)lov?; l;;r)l’e at(lion {(second-class properties and relations
ooty on relanron. o Zseanh an aggregate tbat totals that particular
o and thas the ange p;:e ¢ that the property is that of being a state of
i e B re{g:f isa certfnn aggregate of states of affairs. How,
hings, e the. ik lfon, holding as it does between just these two
s ck of any state of affairs that lies beyond the aggre-
I believe i etrati jecti
o I;c:?jzct:llsdgfnntfathg objection says nothing that 1 cannot
N Smt.cﬁ " aff:rmmatmn i l\l)])EatiOll, it can be freely admitted
o Jnvrhmg ol “f[-;rf 1 species of negative states of affairs. They
eoucde vt et Ll‘ They “say that there are not more Fs. But we do
lore Tk ccrmi;gmve st;tcs of affairs having the form that certain
ek cormmte o Tg:’;plertlm. or that certain n-tuples of particulars
of affairs plus the tot;hty c;r ‘:::;rls;gatwes ofatfaies. The P s
states of affairs. The ‘no more’ states
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of affairs, these ‘general facts’ as Russell calls them, are required in any cas¢,

or at least one is required, the all_embracing totality fact (which entails all
the lesser totality facts).

It is important to realize that allness is an empirical or at Jeast quasi-

empirical notion. We can surely observe that there are just two persons 1n
here. It is true that there 1s

the room, that these two are all the persons

something theoretical about the knowledge acquired. The absence of
farther persons is, I take it, not a cause of the acquiring of the knov?rledge.
Some reasoning is implicit: here is a certain number of persons, and if there
had been more persons, then they too would have been observed. That
prompted the phrase ‘quasi—empirical" But it is a veTy 1ow. level of theory.
Our understanding of allness of totality begins with such simple cases, ar.1d
can then be extended to such grand matters as the totality of states of affairs

and the totality of all being.

There is one final point about totality states of
has been correct, then there must be 2 totality state of affairs for th.e \fvorld.
it is true that this is all that there is. That it s tru'e
ty might have been more, it
exists appears to be necessary.-
ality-fact for the world,
een universals,

affairs. 1f our reasoning

Of a certain something,
of this something is contingent. The totali
might have been less. But that 2 totality fact
So something, the fact that there must be a tot
supervenes. Contrast this with the contingent relations betweel
which, it will be argued, constitute the Jaws of nature. There 15 N0 super-
venience at all with them. A "Humie world’, where the first-order states of
affairs are exactly the same as those found in 2 Jaw-governed world bgt
which merely mimic what happess in the Jaw-governed world, a cosmic
coincidence world, is a possibility. (Some philosophers, 1 am sorry to say,
think that this possibility 15 actual.) _

But even in the case of the totality state of affairs, there s no one state
of affairs that supervenes. The actual totality state of affairs might have not

; er-
obtained. It does not supervene. So I can perhaps argue th:.n .“;hat S}‘:ihat
venes here, viz. that there must be some totality fact, is a trivial trut

involves no increase in being.
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Singular causatioy,

Primitive, [¢ can be given an ontological analysis, or 5o it will be argued, as

i s of nature, the truthinakers of trye
law Statements, the truthmakers of nomic truths, are not to be coneeived
of as mere regularicies, Indeed, amazing as j¢ may seem, the nomi, nature of
asingular cays,) Sequence is itself 5 non-relationa] Property of the sequence.
This turns oy to be a happy consequence of the jdea that laws are relations
of universals, where these universajs
Aristoteljan manner a5 state-of-affajrs types. But ¢th

ity. The distinction, if
egularity and , nornic regularity then arouses little
interest or enthusiasn; iy, Humeans, 4pq 1t is easy for them to pass from
one to the other without noting the difference. And, indeed, the Hunieans
are right to thjs extent. There really are deep connections between cauges
and Jaws, Neverthcless, the beginning of wisdom i o distinguish the two
Quite sharply, W shall find thy, they are only to be brought together as
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; ible assump-
ith the aid of plausi :
d argument and wit] _ ' biliey
c.he resle Ofpst?:;: tl}llzrt cangse questioned despite their plausibility
tions, assum)|

USATION
2 AN ARGUMENT FOR SINGULAR CA
14.

. Michael Tooley (see
dependently by have
iki has been worked out in —70). Suppose that we
A“i;’féé'g Calsga) and John Foster (1979, pp. 169 70);nu§fmnce from each
:3; P art;cis of the same type which are altf:’ Cer?:ers) Each is governed
i ify mal . .

i ~dimensional world (to simplify m ility (<1) that in
Oth(;lr - tv;’:wdtl(r)n tehe effect that there is a certain p mbaebt;;ye at a certain
f);:r;iint:ne it will create a further p articlle olf tthtehissa r:reation involve no

. 1 er, le
i make things even simpler, icle is directly caused.) So
f"ied dlsci?;iec.agz} chain. The creation of the partlcéjrl:hi:‘ri’aiicle may or
interme g itions where . .

i d by a circle of positions two circles inter-
each is surrounde Yy e point. In this particular case, the e is created
iy no(ti app}f o S(())n;oi};ts in common. Furthermo;e, jﬁ pa e
sect, and so have tw : . the diagram:
exactly at just one of these intersection points. See

E
_l
|

R : ; of the two par-

to be an objective question Wh~1Ch . ‘:i,je. (There would

i ey e Secms bout the creation of the third p?r ion with the new

ticles tha}: bmnl;ii};; aP(())lslsibility of causal overdeternun:stelotr;) e e

al:?dt:)fetc:e;ed byy both original particles.) .In{z):ne EC} 1o the other case

En instantiation of the causal law by the pair San;’e law but by the_ {Cy

there would be the instantiation of .the ver’s,mtes of affairs, even if we

E} pair. These instantiations are. dlﬁ':vf;:;th one (or perhaps both — the
might have a hard time determining

i ccurred.
Overdetermination case) actually o
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[UUIL\ .\H! Foster [h \k of lh ‘Ill\(‘lVL‘ﬂ as arguing 1or sin L’]l C sation
. ¢ C
1" ¢ I f g'u
§ au .

Alld LlL"plt tllL nie Y p
¢ lel SSlblC nature of thL’ case, 1t d()CS Wlﬂl 1ts ease alld
Of ase, 1
» ’

naturalness, constitute s
- (,{q,,gtl(]:l:s:.:[:::_:[-wmc argument for the real, non-relational, exis-
to give us a sharp rt‘alizl;:p‘ BLI;PerhaPS the chief value of the case is ;imply
a direct relationship bem:on of what singular causation involves if it exists:
That singular causatio Czn one Foken state of affairs and another such .
such causing, is thc\ ! n | ’ocs emst,.and that the world’s work 1s done b
under the Humean s i‘lltlm; assumption of all those who have not falleryl
thiny or process, Jrgla';:blv. . ’lj)‘bOdy Wh.O.thinks about the mechanism of a
physics, is trving to d‘ctc’ru'u‘.thc physicist working at the level of quantum
Or process, and chinks (»t~i:“‘“‘,‘ ‘(hc causal pattern of operation in the thing
A siniple cx.unplc: that t:: . ‘ausal pattern .th;n exists at the singular level.
an Epiphenomenalist ]).ll'l] 'l"g’s out the point is a problem that exists for
e ben o : 1,\.111 about the mind. Suppose that on a certain
type M, which Lntc‘r is-zl;:;;jr;:)fnz?:al(: P;OdlUCCS both a menal stace of
. We have wwo ¢ nal. and also a brain-proces :
phenomenal, 111\:0t;;::’t‘a;~}::q}l{lzllces: (l‘,)—oM and C—'D,pwithsg :4{ reypplt
this (admittedly " mean about causation who w
the M—sD> reglu]‘:is:lisizor}') theory of mind faces trouble. I;:)[ll',t Spteor:a(l)i’]s:i
followed by the second b:‘;:ﬁ:;thegequence of the mental event M
C—D regularity instantiated b—- ss. D, is as good a regularity as the
lowed by the seéoH . y the S.equence of the first brain-proc -
hypothesis. only th(i l:;z:eir::i;sa(traght down to counterfacmsls). eYsestfilv
For the Singularist. ce that instantiates C—D is a causal ess
relation. int%‘ilrl\sic tot?;eszi;no? is sxmphc_ity itself. There really is ?S:j:i
no such relation in the inst evens, holding in case of C—D, but there is
1s no problem. The Humea’(:\nnfillon of the M—D sequence. The problem
We may think of the sin o caue best, have to struggle to get this result
linking together their te gular causal relations, transeunt and imman .
R ; erms, the causes and the ¢ . ent, a5
net. {C.. B. Martin has spoken of th s and the effects, together into a huge
of actual smgul.lr causmgs.) A 't ¢ poxvcr—act. My net, though, is the net
anvthing escape this net? .l'< . .t the level of tirst-order states of affairs, does
the net may be probab I‘ -“ no reason to believe so. The laws that ‘ 2
histic only. But the net may still be all govert
} all-embracing.

1 HE TE
4.3 THE TERMS OF THE RELATION

What are
the term .
esis for us is that bSOt;lthe (singular) causal relation? The obvious h
S oth cause and effect are states of affai S(mS Ypouh-
airs. Such a view
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s well as dictated by our general thesis. It is

seems quite plausible in itself a
particulars that act, this stone or this lightning flash. At the same time, the
or the momentum of

particulars act in virtue of their properties, the mass

the stone, the electrical properties of the flash. These two considerations

cry out to be brought together by holding that the true cause and true

effect are always certain token states of affairs. a being F brings it about that

bis G. (Too simple 2 schematic example, of course. Both caus¢ and effect

may in practice be complex conjunctions of states of affairs.) Notice that
hat, given that causation is contingent,

this has the formal consequence €
rvenient second-order relation, holding

s. [t is an external relation.
onsidered here. First, should we $3%,
G? That complicates matters, because

instead of b being G, that b becomes
the becomes entails that up to that time b was not G. The truthmaker for b
ve to be bs having,

not being G will, given our account of negative truths, ha

at the time of the appearance of the effect, the positive properties that it
has plus the totality fact that these are all the properties it has at that time.
We may note, however, that it is not necessary for causal sequence that b
should become G. It could be the case that b was G before the cause Oper~

t have continued O

ated, but that in the absence of the cause it would no
be G. a being F could still be the cause of the later time slice of b being G.

But speaking of b before and after the operation of the cause brings us
to a more important point. It has already been argued (7.2) that if a par-
ticular exists for a time, then it has temporal parts, and further that, for a
particular to continue t0 exist, earlier temporal parts must be (‘immanent’)

causes of the coming to be of later temporal parts- So really we need to

say that it was b’ that was not G and a later b” that was G. If the causation
,
onotonous form, s3y b

is immanent, then it will regularly rake 2 quite m
being F bringing about b"" being F.

Even in the case of singular transeunt causatio
ndition that there
es, 3 particular th

singular causation is a non-supe
between first-order states of affair
Various points require to be ¢

n, paradigm causation, it
be a particular on which
at exists before and after
on 15 involved 1n transe-

will in general be a necessary ¢©
the external particular a operat
the cause operates. In this way, jmmanent causatl
unt causation. Furthermore, 4 will have to be In
R. to the second particular. 50 the states of affair

unt cause will be at least a’ being F and 4’ having R 10 b (the particular acted
upon). The effect will be b being G with b’ and b’ successive tcmporal
parts of b. Thus, an object might have a certain mass, and come 0 be_ n
the relation of resting upon the balance-pan of a balance. That this object

some partcular relation,
s involved 1M the transe-
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is on the balance-pan will be the cause. The effect will be that the whole
balance, continuing to exist (immanent causation), will nevertheless give
a new reading. The situation is at least as complicated as this. But it does
seem that we can render this complexity as a relation between states of
affairs.

It may be noted that, if we think of the succession of states of affairs just

described as an event, it is an event in a ‘thin’ sense, rather than the ‘thick’
sense advocated by Donald Davidson in his 1967.

4.4 SINGULAR CAUSATION AND INDEPENDENCE

What are the formal properties of the causal relation, this relation between
states of affairs? Does the principle of Independence (ch. 9) hold for this
relation? We have seen thac if this principle can be upheld for all external
relations then our metaphysical scheme is greatly simplified. At the same
time, we have seen that Independence is, with some show of reason,
accounted by many a rather improbable doctrine. Finally, we have con-
ceded that the final verdict on Independence may have to be given, in
some hypothetical future, in the light of total science. (If true it would
seem to be necessarily true, but it would be a necessary truth that can be
established or overthrown empirically.)

Singular causation is a dyadic relation. For Independence to hold, it
must not be necessarily a transitive or an asymmetrical relation. If the rela-
tion had either of these properties necessarily, then one state of affairs
would entail or necessarily exclude a wholly distinct state of affairs,’
which is what Independence denies. There would be no objection to
the relation being governed by contingent laws of nature that happen
to ensure transitivity or asymmetry, but it cannot be part of the essence
of the relation. We begin by considering whether causality must be
transinve.

Itis clear that singular causality is normally spoken of as transitive, at any
rate in suitable circumstances. We do a in order to bring about b, and bring
about b because it brings about ¢. We then think of a as bringing about c.
If immanent causality is admitted, then the transitivity seems particularly
clear. If a continuing thing is a causal line, as Russell averred in his later
thinking (1948, pt VI, sec. V), then the transitivity might seem compul-
sory. It is possible, though, to argue that our ordinary concept of causality
is the ancestral of the ontological relation of causation.

We have already discussed this sort of problem in connection with the
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) : itive, but it seems
relation of being temporally before. Being before is trans

y 1 Ofa rela'-
)| h tit1s the anCeS( a
i :Sslble a“d lCaSOllabI plauSLble to a gue tha T

ich i ansi

don that we can call before* which is not tr Jausible, in the case of

manoeuvre is available, indeed seems even m?re P hich 'in turn causes®

cansality. State of affairs S, causes* state of affairs > we* .. The situation

’ . es not caus 3 X
S.. The state of affairs S, causes S, b93d9 that it is at least conceivable,
nsidering

may be made more graspable by co be over-

g 1 Id gos:;ble although presumably false, that S, he fatter
and [ would argue p ’ * §_ but so also does St

determined so that not only does S, cause™ 35 = of course, SUpervenes

acting directly, without any intermediary. Causing,

ing* . i T.
Hpon Caustig . lex if causal chains subdivide for eve

The situation becomes more <P hat has already been discussed (10.6
o jon tha
But this is only to reopen the quesnon nce if there are ‘structures all the

cspecilly) of what happerns t13 S:Per‘:r“:: is relative supervenience, where
way down’. What we would then ha k nience that is
eacyh level supervenes upon Jevels that are below 1t, 2 Sl:)Ff’f:}‘l’Z higher level,
symmetrical because the lower levels also supebfvte ‘:: consists only in the
thus yielding identity. (There is asymmetry, UU der these circumstances,
degree to which the one situation is analysed.) U « of ever more finely
macroscopic causality would be analysable in terim
structured, but shorter, causal processes. \tion? (And of causation® to
What of the apparent asymmetry of causatiol’ 1t will be recalled that
which the reinarks to follow are intended to .ap ply‘). h before taken tempo-
we dealt with the same problem in con.ncc.non w:}: ity of circular
rally by suggesting that there was no objection €0 (€ P L C iy for
time. The laws of nature may rule this out. bUF l:lmcy;nnot causality ride
all that. And then before will not be asymmetric -e-circle (different from
pigey-back on this suggestion? Why camn©t D SEEE i e time)
the eternal repetition of events of the same sor!
contain a circle of causes? o
Humeans about causes could hav§ no obj e-c non,we however, are not
they accepted the possibility of circular time. ,

tive
] s e 2 not unattrac
Humeans. It seems there is one doctrine ab out :ﬂ':’ei'ew that, before the
one, that would rule out a causal circle. This .;t tcjusc does not exist nOW,
- - t exist. NO e
operation of the cause, its effect docs 7o o uphold the possibility of a

but does not exist, period. 1t does seem that t POl e PO e four-
causal circle we need the view that the futu}'e ef .uredby € dern cos-
dimensional’ view of the world. This is the YICW T:(')vky e o g
mology, the one that fits in best with Special Relat

it seems, provided that
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relativity of simultaneity that makes what is future relative to the particular
inertial system that s in question.

can think of being as continuously increasing in bulk, with the present as
it were the moving edge of being. A difficulty that arises is that no truth-
maker is provided for truths about the future. Perhaps the difficulty can be
met by arguing that there will be truthmakers for these truths, but that the
states of affairs that wil] constitute the truthmakers (if the Factualist meta-
physic is correct) do not exist before they become present. But what is the

on which Special Relativity is based within this tion-relativist framework.
Perhaps this can be done. By certainly neither circylar time, nor, a fortior,
circular time plus circular causation, can be aceepted. If the future does
ot exist, then cayses bring their subsequent effects into existence in the
most thoroughgoing sense of ‘bringing into existence’. The non-existent

Independence mus; then be given up. And it is not 5 possibility that state
of affairs S, should be, directly or indirectly, cause of 4 later S, and that 5,
should be, directly or indirect]y, cause ofSI.

It is not clear just how far aJ
the four-dimensional view of th

Singular causation

Invariance (see 6. 1), at any rate if causes is a universal. Causanon. szg‘jr:z:
be identical with itself if it linked a different numb.er of terms in ing* S
instantiations. But there seems to be no objection to S, causing 5
together with S, causing* S . ibili
gln pursuit of 2Indepegdenlce, we have gi\{en a charter tohthe p:::llzﬂ:ltz
of backward causation. (From liberty to licencet?) For t er1ed Sas it may
Teason why the circle of causes has to embrace the w.hOIe o al circles
do if time is circular. Within a linear time, there might be l:jaus ain, like
(causal loops) that reached back to the.past and came forward again,
whirlpools or eddies in this otherwise lmez'lr progression. sibility of
But notice that besides backwards causation, there is also a pos time
causal circles whose constituent states of affairs all CXIS.t ac the 'ngrlrjlzes thC.
There is no reason to reject the possibility (we are talking pos.:)lmdes) that
whole time, of course, possibilities that may well be mere posu' A
Co-existent states of affairs should exist in a mutually sus.talm?lgd beer;
tauses of each other, and such that if any member of Fhe circle a\)Ve are
absent, the other members would have Peen non-ex}xlstent ::lso.two e
given a pPhenomenological picture of this when we .afVCi.t}Sle);v were not
Propped up against each other in such a faéhlon that o lIs us that the
where it was the other would not be where it was. Physics t;,eti;)rl of forces
situation is not quite as it seems: there is éctuaHY a pmp;g the other tile
in both directions such chat one tile ac ¢, "s_mSpom-lbk, O:,mll But it is
being where it is at t,,. where the time dlth‘r‘-‘l"fﬁ;:hv‘;;);g c{(‘h. tile pro-
certainly conceivable, and would seem to be possibie, that ea
vides the other with instantaneous support. ) he ontological rela-
It may be concluded, or at any rate éqrmlscd, that ¢ trical. IFS. causes®
tion of (singular) causation is not tranS}tlve or as)’mma-tifl ST nor- exclludes the
S, then this higher-order state of affairs neither enmt‘lj the existence of
existence of any other state of affairs except for entailing
S, and S,.

FACTUALS
I4.$ SINGULAR CAUSATION AND COUNTER

. If the strik-
Singular or token-token causation ‘supports Counterilc:tu;l ihe striking of
ing broke the glass, we are generally prepared_to Sayld not have broken at
the glass had not happened at that time, then it o ery important to
that time, Such counterfactuals are often true. It is v r)tlafls a counter-
realize, however, that singular causation never actually en

factual of this simple sort.
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For consider. Is it necessary, given that the striking broke the glass, that
in the absence of that striking, then the glass would not have broken?
Clearly, it is not. For it is certainly possible that there should have been
another striking of the glass at that time, which would have done the job
instead. It is even possible that the situation was such that if the one strik-
ing had failed to occur, the other would have occurred. The two strikings
would have been back-ups for each other. There may have been no such
alternative singular cause in the actual situation, but the operation of a sin-
gular cause does not exclude such alternatives. So the ordinary counter-
factual is not entailed. Another, weirder, case would have been an absence
of striking followed by the glass breaking, but the breaking of the glass
having no cause at all. How can we rule this out as a possibility?

Putting the point in general terms, if token event C causes E, then if C
had not happened, E would not have happened, provided that (i) no other
event C’ had caused E and (ii) E had not happened without a cause. That,
but only that, seems to be an entailment. .

It may seem not very important that the original counterfactual, if not-
C, then not-E, although often true for many values of C and E, is not actu-
ally enailed by C% causing E. But it is very important because the
additions necessary to get the entailment involve reference to (singular)
causation. Once we notice this, we realize that there is little prospect of
rendering the essence of singular causation in terms of conditionals. A
conditional analysis is likely to be involved in circularicy.

A further important thing about the conditionals that are actually
entailed is that they remain obstinately singular. No reference to laws or
generalizations is involved. Our identification of causation as a relation that
holds between states of affairs means that in singular causation properties are
always involved in both cause and effect. But even where we have identi-
fied the properties involved in a singular causal process, which is by no
means always the case, there still seems no way of writing into the entail-

ment that the same sort of total cause will bring about or has a certain
probability of bringing about the same sort of effect. That belief, it seems,
can be no more than warranted by experience. (This may suggest, at this
stage in the argument, that the ‘same cause—»same effect’ principle is at
best a contingent truth. But bear in mind, though, that some necessities
are discovered by experience!)

All we have in our concept of singular causation, I suggest, besides the
rather weak entailment that has been spelt out, is that something (plausi-

bly 2 state of affairs) makes something happen (another state of affairs). Ac the
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his singular causation, 13

. ) . .
conceptual level this making something happen, it o lly

a primirive. We can walk round it, but we cannot

GY OF SINGULAR CAUSATION

14.6 THE EPISTEMOLO
o has the bad luck

m Alvin Goldman, wh

We begin with a quotation fro £ analytical philosophers:

here to stand for whole generations ©

t
i een events canno
As we have known since Hume (1748), causal connections betw

be directly observed; nor can they be introspected. (199, sec. 1)

: 9 ions of
There is in fact very little argument in Hume against en:;P:)efsssli e
causality’ from which we might derive the idea (contC1 Passumes < that
causality directly from experience. ‘What Hume _const?n eyc ey connec-
experience of causality would involve a perception © fl nexion’ in this
tion between cause and effect. (He often uses Fhe word fo:“ et, in other
context, but he always means necessity by this.) Humehs fau;ation was
words, was the old rationalist conception of Causatl.oﬂ * er;:metric:al theo-
assumed to be necessary in the way that, say, E“d“_iem geht to argue that
rems were assumed to be necessary: He was cernainly rig

i ity 1 ences.
we perceive no such necessity 11 causal seque N
But here is a position that Hume does not Cons 3

' i ar relations are
that, in favourable situations, stigular causal : P eeive
ssity of the relation. We ¢

or above it. Such a per-
nvolves

t is the position
perccived

without aty perception of the neet \
1 . . R -~ - ’r’
visually that one object is to the left of anothe

tion we have. It1
ception can be as little theory-laden as any percep o e
the percention of relations. 1t involves no perception. y and there
o neces ' be certain percepuons

1 no necessity there. Why might there not ey O wlve
gular causation (perhaps not visual) of the same sort:

10y,

no perception of necessity, nor need there be any “eﬁ)zphy, though it
1t should go without saying in contemporary P crceptions of singular
would not have so gone in Hume’s day, t'hat thCSeef be erroneous.
causation, though direct or non-inferential, can ¥ rception of relations,

In fairness to Hume we should r‘emark that thedf:lon was very confused
as opposed to qualities, was something that the e he confusion. This epis-
about at the time that he wrote. Hume shared ln;e ontological confusion
temological confusion no doubt sprang from t hilosophical tradition
about relations to be found in the whole Western P

this ontological
until quite recently. I have already suggested (ch. 1) that
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confusion was a major factor in holding back the development of Factualist
ontologies until this century.

But' with the ontological confusion removed, the epistemological
confusion can be tackled. William James’ Radical Empiricism called for
the recognition that relations (for us, states of affairs involving relations)
are given in cfxperience (1943 [1912]). It was an important epistemologi-
cal co.ntrlbunon, In Essays II and 1T he argued that relations are as much
experl'er?ced as qualities are (that was the radical aspect of his Radical
Emplr.ms.m) and in Essay VI, ‘The Experience of Activity’ th
causality is experienced. o it e
. [ :; there are perceptions, sense-impressions, of causality, from what sense,
narycz:r;kw;l;cgooi ;):: senses, are these perceptions derived? In our ordi-
T e, e s; thmurse, constantly spgk of visual perception of causal
seauence. ¥ it. lz'.t at we see thac one billiard ball makes the second ball
ove » N ]1 s it. In Tﬁe Perception of Causality (1963 [1946]), the
ewdenceps;;c ohoglst A..MIChOFtC argued, on the basis of experimental
cvice Bu,t Ehzt ni a::eer ?rz .1; fact 1mp1fes.sions of causality involved in such
e se i 1cglt, and it is ceFtainly possible to argue against
tare of theons tn 4 Wap tr}c‘cpnons of causality h'ave a considerable admix-
o ot 1t i proba] yb t:t most visual perceptions of, say, spatial relation
o nok s o ;31 etter to turn .elsewh'crc. In chapter 1 of Causation
0 the penception of es argues for impressions of causality in two cases:
o e pe fph n of pressure on our own body: and (i) introspective

o o dtdz operation of our own will.
appedled :’nb ; :::igre r}::ther natura? ones to nominate, and have been
D i wmp e :Swt inkers. itis mtr.ospective awareness of the opera-
ok hat b m, when t‘?) go to move a limb or set ourselves some mental
o rfo een the re:%lly popular choice. Fales does not g0
Keynen St(;m e otnote mentions the names of Reid, Whitehead,
et Praget, AS, o ]am;s,n Searle apd the psychologists Maine de Biran
toned Locke (Fon lzlxm)yéxel has pointed out to me he might have men-
Berkeley mould See):;l , : , 4, a'xlthough Locke does a bit of hedging.

o it to be a candidate also.
greatest store by‘al:lflr(;erpul:m l())f P iy antictoated him 1 oy B e
that it was the ;nﬂuencat e; h“eﬁ‘/ AR
abiquitous i the pat teh:t t ed chresentative theory of perception, so
o e ;)f.cau made it hard to focus clearly on the pressure
o D e sation seemns a strange idea. By contrast, nobody
p ative theory of introspective awareness! If we are directly
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aware of (some) of our own current mental processes, then direct aware-

usal relations between such processes becomes some-

ness of singular ca
thing that we can at Jeast consider. (Direct introspective awareness should

d as indubitable or incorrigible awareness.)

not, of course, be construe
So let us consider the case of pressure on our body. (Hume, by the way,

does discuss this topic very briefly, and unsatisfactorily, but only in two
footnotes to the Inquiry, Section VII, which was published long after the

Treatise, long after he had put forward his denial of an impression of causal.-
of pressure 1s t0 be aware {it

ity) Fales suggests that to have a sensation :
could be non-veridical awareness) of a force vector. Here is his evidence. (1)

The pressure is felt as having a Jocation, a point or area on our an'bod‘y.
() Tt is felt as having a magnitude. (3) It is felt as having a direction 11
space. (4) Where there is more than one force applied to more Of less the
same part of the body, these forces can sometimes be distinguished from
each other, for example, by direction. (5) Felt forces can be felt t© add
together in a way that depends on their respective magnitudes and direc-

tions (1990, p. 16). 1 chink that these claims are all phenomenologically

quite plausible. And, as Fales says, ‘- - - they are exactly those which have
tation there by

been taken over into physics and given 2 precise represent
means of the vector calculus’. He points out further that we can add to (3)
that the force is felt as repulsive rather than attractive.

I suggest that this is a most jimpressive correlation between the propgr—
ties of the force vectors and the propertics encountered in the percepnon
of pressure. Such a correlation st suggest identity. Of course, it does not
compel us to accept the identity. 1t might be that sensations of pressure have
certain featurés that are correlated, but no more than correlated, with the
properties of the vector forces acting on our body. Experience, of some
innate programming, might then wake us from the properties of the sensa-
tion (whatever they are) to the properties of the force thatis acting. But1s

this a plausible alternative?

In any case, is not the onu
prioceptive perceptions of pressure
appear to be: direct, immediate, percep
body or the body acting with force upon other things?

Three remarks need to be made here. Suppose, fit that one starts, 35
many today start, from the premiss that singular causes are no more than
instantiations of cosmic, or at least very widespread, uniformities- Then of
course it must be the case that recognition of singular causation 15 a more
or less sophisticated inference triggered off in us by the perception of the

s upon those who assert that tactual/pro-
on and by the body are not what they
tions of forces acting upon the

213



——mN

A world of states of affairs

current sequence plus memory of the outcome of other such sequences.
Suppose, however, that one is convinced that a philosophy of causation
which takes it to be no more than certain sorts of regularity is wrong, and
that there is something intrinsic to the sequence ifself that makes a token
sequence a case of causation. Then one can be open to the idea that sin-
gular causation can be perceived, and perceived directly. A further great
question here is whether a Regularity theory of laws can be sustained. If
the latter collapses, a Regularity theory of causes can hardly be kept going.
In Armstrong, 1983, it is argued in the course of five chapters, for the most
part using traditional difficulties for a Regularity theory of laws, that this
account of laws is untenable for many different reasons.

A second matter, or perhaps the same matter approached from a differ-
ent angle, is what one thinks that forces are. Until relatively recently,
empiricist philosophers were not disposed to grant ontological reality to
forces. Talk of forces was all very well, but it was not literally true that
when, say, two hands pull at the one piece of cloth, producing a tempo-
rary staleniate where nothing much moves, there are entities in the world
called forces with each hand exerting one of them. The truthmakers for
truths about forces, it was thought, were to be construed in a far more
operationalist or instrumentalist way. This, however, involved a suspicious
number of appeals to counterfactual truths with an unwillingness to con-
sider very deeply what the further truthmakers for these counterfactuals
might be. But once one becomes a Realist about forces in token situations,
then one will naturally begin to wonder whether, in favourable circum-.
stances, forces cannot be perceived. (We argued in ch. 5 that they are cat-
egorical properties of the things exerting the force, properties instantiated
at the time the force is being exerted, but categorical properties described
in terms of what they tend to bring about.)

Biologically, nothing could be more valuable to an animal than an
unmediated awareness of forces acting upon its body. This suggests that, if
it is at all nomically possible, nature will produce such an awareness. It
cannot produce an infallible awareness, of course, and it cannot produce an
all-embracing awareness of forces, or indeed of anything else. But it might
be able to give us a relatively narrow window onto singular causation, and
that window might give us inductive or hypothetico-deductive grounds for
attributing singular causation to the processes of nature generally.

A third point. There are those who are suspicious of using, as I have been
using, a distinction between direct perception and perception that involves
inference. 1 do not share their suspicion, although I accept that past theor-
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izing has often set up too sharp a gap between perception and 1r\1:§:lelntchee.
But those who do not like the distinction m‘_lst come 1o tem;: t singular
point that ordinary thought and language continually assumes tha tha?:his
causation is observed. We are surely entitled to say that we can se¢ ite plau-~
knife is now cutting, not simply moving through, thf buttz. It ts qeurce fi o
sible, [ think, to go on to say that this perception 15 not direC c[; ) df)e dis—’
but is perception involving inference. But one v.vho does n'ot ac f;l ol say
inction between direct perception and inferential percePtlogl czmr o
that. They ought, it seems, just accept that the knife/ u;zu over the
innumerable others show that singular causation 1 Percgl"e the observa-
place, and perceived as singular causation. Th.e sceptic ;L out e e and
tion of singular causation actually needs some dlSﬂf\CU(?n Ctlws 1oe’ cases.
non-direct perception in order to rule out the‘se ordmaryh abgol; cgthe will
I will not take up still more space by arguing at l.e nglt 2 n-inferential
But 1 think it is plausible to suppos¢ that we bave similar 20 poical and
awareness of the successful operation of our will, bqth in tf Ctpozl o the
the mental realm. (Hume, amazingly, takes the topic ug 1rsdml V)"lith e
Appendix to the Treatise, and there briefly, although he oeS( forces acting
matter at some length in the Inquiry.) Like our aware‘ness Of our will has
on our body, introspective awareness of the operation & (o,
cousiderable biological value. Itis very important, 11 ourde gzi to what
world, to have direct information as to what \'Jvc du.{,‘as 3?13:5’56 iving us 2
merely happened. ¢ may enable us to empathize With Ofi}iis‘fgr the pro-
sense of when they do and do not act. The importance © ced
foundly social beings that we are can hardly l.)e overeStlmau' éut we now
Such desk-chair evolutionary speculation 15 all very V:i'e . ble as it may
need to consider two arguments designed to show that, eSfl;angﬂlar causa-
be, it is just not possible that there should l?e any awareﬂiz (:elationship ..
tion parallel, say, to our awareness of spﬂnal and tempo the c0unterfactuals
Peter Menzies (1993, pp. 202-3) has sugge'sted that‘ not Plausibly be
involved in singular causation make it a relafxon‘that .canr P that,
claimed to be an object of direct awareness . His mam Targ:ausation, the
although counterfactuals are entailed by truths of singu
truth of a counterfactual can hardly be Pme‘f’ed' 1 o oular causation
We have seen that the counterfactuals associated Wlt.i] Slel:\%uthey must be
are themselves purely singular, and that to get an entax :1no f such things as
weakened by adding clauses that exclude the gpemt;:’ ve not grasped this
back-up causes (14.5). It is far from clear that if we h?

t
. n we have not g0
entailment as it applies to the particular case, the
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perceptual awareness of the causality involved in that case. I can perceive
that something is square or circular without grasping many of even the
simpler entailments that squareness and circularity involve. The counter-
factual is not part of the central essence of the causal situation, as was argued
in 14.5. It 1s a sophisticated entailment, grasped only with intellectual dif-
ficulty. We come to it late in coming to understand what singular causation
is. So its existence is no argument against the direct perception of causes.

There is another difficulty for the direct perception of singular causa-

tion that is perhaps a bit more worrying. When something presses upon
our body, are we really aware directly, non-inferentially, of the whole situa-
tion of some object acting upon our flesh? Is not the situation rather that
we have access to no more than one term of the causal relation, that is, the
ettect? The other termy, the cause, can be no more than inferred or at best
perceived by another sense. If so, we do not perceive causality directly,
non-inferentially.

My reply to this is that the effect might be non-inferentially perceived,
and it might be further non-inferentially perceived that this state of affairs
had the relational property (a ‘monadic reduction’) of being an effect of
some cause, but the nature of that cause, otherwise than it was exerting a
certain vectorial force, might not be given non-inferentially. The cause
would have to have its own nature. That is good ontology. But why do we
have to be in any way non-interentially aware of this nature? That is a prior!
epistemology. The recognition that, considered as a niental event, percep-
tion is always a perception or misperception that (it is a miental event with
an intentional object) rather than the awareness of some external or inter-
nal thing, a recognition which appears central to a satisfactory theory of
perception, should allow us to live with perceiving effects as effects without
perceiving any non-relational properties of the cause.

It is to be hoped, therefore, that a reasonably strong case has been made
out for saying that in certain favourable cases we perceive singular causation
in as untheoretical a manner as anything else that we perceive, Causation
is part of our experience. This premiss will be very important (though perhaps
not quite essential) in developing further our theory of cause and of law.

14.7 FROM CAUSES TO LAWS

It the argument of the previous section has been correct, we have ~ in
certain favourable cases — perception of forces acting on our bodies or our
body exerting force on things, and perhaps also introspective awareness of
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. . i ness
the successful application of the will — d.erCt or non—mfe;e;\rtl;a;l,:}llv:ereis -
of singular, that 1s, token-token, causaFlon. In HUm.eanT;e w;y is then at
impression from which we derive the }dea.of Causaht}}: it is not directly
least open to postulate singular causation in cases W ere i i,
perceived, for instance, the will of others and forces 1?151?3[1 more or less
We also learn by experience that the world procee - z of regularity
regular way. And Hume is right to think that chis expeniefir - Tt
in particular instances generates within us, in a quite unre O eaion of
assumption that that regularity will continue. Even a genzri o:ﬁw. But at a
regularity arises. This gives us a first, undevelopefi, Concf pin lar causation
certain point, it seems, we bring together our exper?enceho S‘ngular causation
and our experience of regularity. We come to think ;] at S:n E’UW o6 cause
brings forth its effects in such a way that, roughly, the S:l'nk thfl)t the regu-
brings forth the same type of effect. Indeed, we come to thi "
Larities of the world are, in general, the eﬁ”ef:ts of smgular caluii(;n berween
1 am not clear just how it is that we arrive at thlshcorrer:duce‘ A chat
type of singular causes and the type of effevcts that they p matizing and,
is clear is that it turns out to be a very fruitful way of Syslt:of suggestions
eventually, explaining the workings of the world. A conp £ the will there
about how we do it. In the case of the successful OPera“t:;va:n the thing
is a very good correlation, for a wide range of C:ie.sv me effect can be
atterpred and its imp‘lcnwnt;\tion. SA;\mc cause—>sa
observed to obtain with a minimum of theory. [ norphic modes of
(A speculative suggestion. The p revalence of ant m)f Oits ’}},)sYchological
explanation in early theorizing may gain part 0 on of the will,
attractiveness from our direct awareness of the causal act turned out to
which we then ‘project’ upon the world. That, of co;rse,
be a scientific dead end which we had to Work beyond.) on our body, it
In the case of the perception of the action of forces up O e
is less clear that we have direct conﬁrm:.mon of the;air: 14.6, that our
effect principle. Suppose we accept the idea, moote

i d to our body being
direct awareness of such action on our body 18 confine

hich acts.
acted upon by a force, without awareness of the namrekc;fc;i}::crlconflrma'
As Jim Franklin has pointed out to me, this seems (0 r:iaect confirmation is
tion of the principle difficult. Perhaps, hOWef’e" et Sorensen (1992)
available. We also have the interesting suggestion bY :\ Ozne intuitive grasp
that natural selection might have pmgramrﬁed us wit T;ojs would, in effect,
of physical possibility in an Earth-like env:r(.)nmlent‘
link the directly perceived forces with physical law.
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It is at this point that the following hypothesis becomes empirically
attractive. The world moves, and endures, through causation, under-
standing by causation the sort of thing that we actually experience in some
of our perceptions and introspections. It is a matter of certain particulars,
states of affairs if the hypothesis of this work is accepted, bringing about
an effect, a further state of affairs. This is strong causation, something in the
singular case that is more than the mere instantiation of a regularity. And
these causes are regular in their operation.

Should we leave the matter at this point? Is it just a brute matter of fact,
added to the fact of singular causation, that singular causation is regular in
its operation so that, at the level of types, the maxim ‘same cause, same
effect’ holds good, at least in general? This view, a strong view of causa-
tion plus a regularity account of laws, is one that can be held. It contrasts
with a regularity account of causation plus a strong theory of laws, which
we have already mentioned only to dismiss as unworkable.

But the regularity theory of laws has grave weaknesses of its own, as
argued, for instance, in Armstrong 1983. The natural companion of a
strong theory of causation is a strong theory of laws, But then the ques-
tion is how to combine the two. How is the relation of causation related
to lawhood? A natural way to do this is to argue that singular causation is
identical with the instantiation of some strong law or laws. But how is this
contention to be made good?

Not a priori. Not by analysing the concept of a cause. Elizabeth
Anscombe has protested vigorously, and it seems to me successfully, against
Donald Davidson’s assumption that given a true statement of singular
causation then it follows a priori that the sequence falls under some law,
although the content of this law is not given (1971). She simply points out
that no argument is given for this alleged following and asks what the argu-
ment could be. Nothing comes to mind, and, moved by this, I was for
some years unable to see how cause and law were to be brought together
except by a mere de facto correlation.

A simple solution to the difficulty was proposed to me by Adrian
Heathcote (Heathcote and Armstrong, 1991). Why should it not be the
case that the identification of a singular causal sequence with the instantia-
tion of a law (singular causal sequence=instantiation of some particular
law) is not conceptual, but is rather an empirical, a posteriori, matter?
The model is such identifications as heat=motion of molecules or
water=H,O. If one holds, with Kripke, that these identifications are nec-
essary truths then these are empirically justified necessities. But the vital
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Po‘“t 18 that t]le are (h A 1 A[[(l 1‘( iS easy to tOI’ltfiVe that
y SCO Cfed empl[lCa.uy. ‘ y ) e
gCSth ldentlty 15 |uSt that

they are false. The empirical evidence fqr the sugf s v
the patterns of singular causation exhibit regularity, regu
dence for a law. .
1 n a regular
The law will have to be a strong law, someth{ng better :::1 ar iuani_
ity. In particular, it will have to postulate a nomic connec

jati ill it do
fests itself in each individual instantiation of the law. Only so Wi

i ingi t, that
justice to the making it happen, the producing, the bringing abou

is involved in singular causation. e that are causal
But a loose end remains. We distinguish between

from those that are not. If singular causes are nothmgD bl;{ ms;tl:lmst:r::r;: \:5
(strong) laws, then what makes law into 3 causal law. After t,.causality N
are causal, some are not. It may seem that the sPeFlal naturte (;)i e ol
still eluding us. A suggestion for answering this 1mpo‘1rtzm.lS e ot
be proposed in the next chapter. In brief, the suggestion

mental laws are causal.
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5.1 REGULARITY THEORIES OF LAW

One obvious attraction of regularity theories of laws is the ontological
cconomy that they promise. A Factualist, however, cannot say, as it is
tempting to say, that laws will then supervene on first-order states of affairs.
For true statements of instantiated law will be true universally quantified
propositions, and such truths, according to our argument in chapter 13,
demand. over and above first-order states of affairs, the higher-order state
of affairs that these are all the relevant first-order states of affairs. Not only
do we require a collection of first-order states of affairs where, say, each F
1s a G, we require the further state of affairs that these are alf the Fs. But
granted this totality fact, a type of fact required quite independently of the
existence of laws, then Humean laws do supervene, What is more, pro-
vided it has been conceded that laws are nothing but regularities, the
supervenience is a supervenience which can be said fairly uncontrover-
sially to involve no increase of being.

A Regularity theorist will find properties and relations very useful in for-
mulating the theory. What is to be done about the ‘grue’ problem? What
are we going to say about predicate expressions in a true unrestricted uni-
versally quantified statement that are mere disjunctions of more respectable
predicates? Such statements do not really assert regularities. (A ‘disjunctive
regularity’ is a falling away from a regularity. The more disjunction, the
more falling away) There had better be some ontological way that respect-
able predicates, ones that vield real regularities, earn their respectability.
The most complete respectability, on my view. is achieved by predicates
that apply in virtue of universals, while predicates approximate to respect-
ability to the degree that they approximate to applying in virtue of uni-
versals. Of course, there needs to be some way in which we can determine
what are the true universals. But it is surely quite a good answer to the ques-
tion of how to discover them, even if not a Dcccitful—Demon-prOOf
answer, that this is done, so far as it can be done, by our best science.
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far behind. Using the transiive and symme

A trope theory is not too . tropes (proper-
ical relati f exact resemblance, equivalence classes Of, pes P 1
nical relanon of edicates that apply

ties and relations taken as particulars) can be. formed. Pli'valence hat ape
in virtue of equivalence classes of tropes, using the equ e e hat
exact resemblance, function in the same general. wa};l asA d;; e eory
apply in virtue of the instantiation of d'le one universal. r;) !
can be science-based as much as a universals theory can > . - hat chere
But if an extreme Nominalism 1s embraced, one tkzl; ::d e
are properties and relations in re, whether these pzloperc s and s thit
universals or particulars, then it is extremely har to o el o
will yield genuine regularities. If all that. one has 121 e Cecs of
predicates, with the addition perhaps of in re resembla

: ent to the notion
resemblance, then it becomes very hard to give any cont

inalist thinkers,
of an objective regularity. No wonder that among N(');::sac‘lenying dhat
positions such as that held by van Fraassen emerge, POt
there are any such things as laws. ) Is o tropes, seem neces-
So properties and relations, whether umvers; jarity theory of laws.
sary, or at least highly desirable, for laws, even a fegu iversals (or tropes),
It should be the Regularity theorist’ hopf? tha:“ur:)wn view, of course,
together with suitable totality facts, are sufficient. b ymade once again to
is that they are not sufficient. Reference nlfiY ; larity accounts of
Armstrong, 1983, for detailed arguments against Eg‘:l been developed
laws. But there is an interesting argument thaF has re}c]en i}:, that, provided
by Peter Forrest (1993, pp. 48-9) with the aim ?fs :l)mjn fropes, then the
these properties and relations are uFuversals rat e.rdering what a universal
generality of laws can be explained simply by cons!
1. : eretobe a G,
Suppose that something on a panicular OccaSIO: }c:a:;(c;\s(t;hare both uni-
causing it to be a G solely in virtue of property "d that in this instance the
versals, no doubt complex ones. 1t can then be sai Call whatever it Was
F produced a G because of something abo‘lt Froess lust be referentially
about F-ness that did this Q. ‘€’ is a predicate th;ti:tln .anY further. Now
transparent, but whose analysis need not be entere o th universals. we
consider another instance of an F. Since vfle ar‘?;ea::eg Indiscernibility of
are dealing with strictly the same thing. Yh_ new instantiation that
Identicals, therefore, it will be true of F""ess " tt:e way in which causal
Q(F-ness). This, Forrest then claims, ‘folams al properties should play
regularities hold at all times and places’. Identical p
an identical causal role in identical circumstances.
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Forrest points out that this style of argument is not available to one who
takes properties and relations to be particulars. The best that a trope theo-
rist can do is to adopt as a meta-law the principle that like causes like.
Exactly resembling tropes will play an exactly resembling causal role in
exactly resembling circumstances. Intuitively, this is 2 somewhat less com-
pelling principle than the principle that the identical cause gives rise to
identical effects.

Returning to universals, it is to be noticed that Forrest’s argument, as
he is surely well aware, cannot be regarded as a proof, using the
Indiscernibility of Identicals, of the same cause — same effect principle.
Consider an attempt to disprove the existence of universals by appealing to
the Indiscernibility of Identicals. A multiply instantiated universal will be
a constituent of numerically and, often, generically different states of

affairs. As a result, the universal will have a series of different sorts of
immediate ‘environments’. After all, the particulars that instantiate the
universal are overwhelmingly likely to have unlike relational properties.
So, it might be argued, having these different environments, the putative
universals cannot be identical. To this argument, the upholder of universals
will reply by saying that there is no contradiction in saying that the uni-
versal has all these environments. It is multiply instantiated and so multi-
ply environed. A problem would arise only if the universal's own nature,
its intrinsic nature, were different in different instantiations.

But sauce for the goose is sauce for the gander. A thing’s effects would
seem to be not part of its own nature. If so, is there not a possibility that
different instantiations of a universal should give rise to different effects,
even in an environment otherwise identical in nature? A Dispositionalist
theory of properties would reject this possibility, except for the case where
the causality is merely probabilistic. But we argued against this theory in
chapter 5.

The question must arise, therefore, what is the truthmaker for the
(admittedly natural) claim that the one universal will operate in the same
way in different instantiations. The truthmaker provided by contingent
higher-order relations holding between universals has been rejected by
Forrest. So it is hard to see what truthmaker he can appeal to except the
nature of universality, what it is to be a universal, perhaps following this
up with the claim that the identical universals—identical effects principle

supervenes upon what it is to be a universal. But this supervenience can

hardly be the ontologically innocent sort of supervenience that we have
upheld in this essay.
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with a sufficiently strong distinctio

. ore the
berween law-like and non-law-like r egularities. To re:: eari?t?:aiinrralss, then
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universals has been accepted, it at Jeast aPPears to have a good deal of
explanatory force. 5 force conspicuously greater than the Regularity theory,
€ven at the latter’s bes;. But it has been argued powerfully by some con-
temporary philosophers, for instance, David Lewis ang Bas van Fraassen,
that when €Xamined thjs alleged Connection of unjversalg turns out be an
incoherent conception. It fajls, jp Particular, to set up any intelligible link
als and the regularities
of laws. (Laws of nature

of universals, If the mere intelligibility can be made good

the theory is in quite a good Way, perhaps even, a5 the horse—racing com-
mentators say, *home and hosed’. The §;

Sequence of states of affairs. g% being F together with 4% having R ¢o 6,
which lagter s , G, is succeeded by b5 being H. The object a might be a
guillotine jp good working order, R its blade descending on the neck of
an unforeunage person b, which js immediatcly followed by &% being
decapitated (H). Notice that so far we have only used the phrases ‘suc-
ceeded by’ ang followed by’. Not a word about causing! We can g0 on to
describe the 1ype of sequence here Instantiated, | is 2
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affairs type. This direct connection of universals, an extra, higher-order
state of affairs, is what is missing, for instance, from Peter Forrest’s sugges-
tion (15.1).

If this is an intelligible hypothesis, this hypothesis of causal connection
at the level of state-of-affairs types, does it not entail the corresponding
universal quantification? (Though there is still to come the qualification
that this entailment holds only given the absence of further interfering
factors, See 15.21.) The universal quantification, by contrast, does not by
itself entail, though it may well suggest, the hypothesized causal connec-
tion between the state-of-affairs types.

Red is a colour. This entails that red things are coloured. This latter
truth does not entail that red is a colour, as Frank Jackson has elegantly
shown (1977). Heat is motion of molecules. This entails that if something
15 hot, its molecules are in motion. But this latter truth does not entail that
heat is motion of molecules. It is compatible with heat and motion of
molecules being no more than well-correlated.

Similarly, guillotining causes immediate decapitation. This entails that
all who are guillotined, are immediately without a head. But that all
who are guillotined are immediately without a head does not entail
that guillotining causes immediate decapitation. Indeed, that all who are
guiliotined are caused to be immediately without a head does not entail
that guillotining, a state-of-affairs type, causes immediate decapitation, a
further state-of-affairs type.

To repeat. A law, it is our hypothesis, is something stronger than a uni-
versally quantified state of affairs, even a universally quantitied state of
affairs involving singular causations. It is a causal connection between

state-of-affairs types. It is a ‘direct’ connection berween these state-of-
affairs types, that is, berween universals. It does not hold between uni-
versals via their instances. This direct connection may suggest Platonism.
Universals, whether instantiated or uninstantiated, stand above the flux
and certain relations between the universals ‘govern’ their instances, lay
down the law, to the instances. Perhaps this was Plato’s picture of law-gov-
erned behaviour in the Phaedo (102-7). It is in any case a profoundly
mysterious doctrine and is certainly not what is being advocated here.

The present idea is rather different. The law, the truthmaker of the cor-
responding true law-statement, is a connection between state~of-affairs
types, of a sort that can at least be pictured in guillotining (that state-of-
affairs type) causing immediate decapitation (a further state-of-affairs
type). It 1s a second-order state of affairs, a relation holding between the
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: ' e a uni-
universals involved. This second-order state of ?ﬁ‘a{rs krinust (:Esiiit:;ersals, .
versal, a structural universal involving a cqtamhhn Iil]im'ne " coming
linking of state-of-affairs types. Now consider the ;gu 'mmed,iate decapi-
into suitable relation to a person, b, and 50 CfmsmgA st  he structural
uton. This is an instantiation of the law,'an instantiation ©
universal that is the linking of certain F‘“wer.sals. the law except what is
The suggestion is then this. There is nothing to instantiation of that
instantiated in such sequences. Each seqt‘le.nce i a.n lthe guillotined 0 be
strictly identical ‘thing’ or entity: guil{otmmg Aiusxn‘f of universal, has no
immediately decapitated. The law, a certain speC‘A sornse nence to be wel-
existence except in the particular sequences. he hn? that seems inde-
comed s that this analysis allows as @ possibiity Sf)mec:ne i%lstantiation only)
pendently quite a plausible possibility: 2 }aw havmﬁ e can be no proof of,
Suppose that we now assume, what it .Seems the ientifically minded,
but what seems a likely supposidon’eﬁpCCIaHy tot Z :lcby law. We can then
that every singular causal sequence 1511 fac} gOVCU; ut forward in 14.7).
advance the following reductive hYPOth?SlS (a'lre; Y peen first-order states
Each case of singular causation is a relat_lons.h]p eltW (or laws), a law that
of affairs, but where this relationship instantiates a 13w als) as spelt out
is a causal connection of state-of-affairs types (univers
above. . een pre-
A reader who has been led through this ariu-l?cr;:ic:cjstgrzt):siderpthe
sented with singular causation. and~tht‘n bas g;:cﬁ holds between suit-
suggestion that the same relation of causation W .n state-of-affairs types.
able token states of attairs could also hold beth\yc?na ladder that can now
But as has but récently become clear to me o wic one, holding between
be thrown away. The fundamental causal r.elat:on isa ':(:[ion is‘ no more than
state-of-affairs types, between universals. S}ngu}ar Cal:icular cases. When we
the instantiation of this type of relation in par'encing is nomicity, law-
experience singular causation, what we ar¢ cxper’ we do not experience it
instantiation. Or so my hypothesis goes- Qf course'erienCe singular causa-
as nomicity, in the way that we do sometimes €Xp

tion as causation.

ing assault
enetrating assau
This account would seem to answer the careful and p

. - is theory (1989,
that van Fraassen launches upon earlier presentatlort:; (:; :h\:,shich ks
ch. 5, and 1993). In particular, he raises t\‘VO pre [ews There is first the
arise ’for this theory and other theories of ‘strong [aW>:

) als is the relation
Identification problem: which relation b

etween UnNivers

. what
i nce problem:
of nomic necessitation? Second, there is the Inference P
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information does the statement that one property necessitates another give
us about ‘what happens and what things are like’ (the regularities)? He
thinks that the two problems are connected in such a way that to make any
fist of solving the one is to make it impossible to solve the other. It isa
‘short sheet’ or ‘bulge in the carpet’ problem.

The Identification problem is solved via our direct awareness, in certain
favourable cases, of causation in the token case. One would hope that the
problem could still be solved even if there is no such direct awareness of
singular causation, solved by a postulation. But in fact we can solve the
problem in the best Empiricist manner: causation is given in experience.
Yan Fraassen would deny this, of course. But, after all, he does not believe
in t'he objective reality of any properties and relations. What was argued
against him (14.6), putting it in terms that presumably he would prefer, is
that the dyadic predicate ‘causes’ is as much an observational predicate as
any other predicate in our language, especially in such cases as our aware-
ness of pressure on our own body.

Whatever is the case for the Identification problem,-the Inference
problem can only be solved by a piece of theorizing. The theory being
advanced is that when one particular state of affairs brings about another,
then the pattern instantiated, one state-of-affairs type bringing about a
further state-of-affairs type according to some pattern, is a ‘direct’ relation
betwefn the state-of-affairs types involved, a relation that is the causality
instantiated in the situation. This would seem to solve the Inference problen.
Whergver the antecedent state-of-affairs type is instantiated, then, assuni-
ing t.hxs Jaw is a deterministic one, it must (subject to an already s'ignalled

qualification, to be discussed almost immediately) produce the consequent
state of affairs. !

It must be conceded that those of us who uphold the view that laws of
nature are relations of universals have often used a symbolism that left the
solution to the Inference problem obscure. The connection was repre-
sented as N(EG) and the entailment of a universally quantified truth, a
re'gulgrlty, secemed a mystery. For N I am now substituting C for cause a;ld
will dufcuss the question of non-causal laws in 15.3. But it was the ‘(i: G
part of the tormula that seriously underdescribed tl;c situation. '

The notation ‘(EG)’ invites the question: could there be a law of the
form N (EF)? No, one is then inclined to say, because how could a uni-
versal have a nomic relation to itself? But then we are in a bind. What
syrnbol{sm 'is appropriate where like causes like? After all, like son;etimes
causes like in a law-like way. The problem is solved thus.‘ It is the notion
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the ‘Fregean’ notion of a universal,

of a universal as a state-of-affairs type,
tracted away,

the eviscerated state of affairs with its particular particular§ abs >
that delivers us the possibility of like causing lik.e. There 1s no }:easor.lnv:hz
something’s being F should not cause something gther (perhaps, ¥

¢ of the same thing) to be F also. The
al connection between state-of-affairs
is just such a connec=
the ante-

simplest case, the next temporal par
nomic connection analysed as a caus 4
types handles this. The F—~F causation just described
tion between state-of-affairs types. In a certain sequence-type, t i
cedent portion of the sequence brings about the consequent portion. g
if this is so, then the inference from the law t0 loken.s of the anteced Zu_
portion bringing about tokens of the consequent por tion seems P:;Zi‘tion
ous, not to say analytic. Hume's edict agamst necessary CS -
between wholly distinct existences remains 1 force. The caus o
tion between state-of-affairs types remains a postulate, of cqurse. ut e
ever thought that laws were not postulated, were not an 1}r:feren‘c§ted "
the regularities in the world? (Although Sorensern, 1992, a's por o
the likelihood of some minimal innat€ knowledge of nomic poss! ity
thrown up as the result of natural selection.) .
How then should we symbolize 2 law? Our disc
structural universals in 3.7 points the way. We analyse
various sorts of conjunctions of state—of-aﬂﬂairs' SY_PCS' But we
necessity to link these types together by specifying th'a.t leg " ved in
conjunctions of these ypes, it was the very same partict ar ll:xch e~
both. We could symbolize this by using subscripts to idenuty s

ness of particulars:

ussion of complex of
d such universals as
noted the
in certain

_, being F & _, being G.

' i :on involves the same particu-
Th ucture-type in quesgion 1V
gt Fand G i s the structure of acon-

lar being both F and G. This, as it happens, gives u
Jjunctive property.

In the same fashion, we can symbolize caus
of-affairs types. We might have:

al connection berween state-

i ing H).
(_ being F & _ having R to_, & _, being G) causes (o being H) )
i i d H stand,
This is a certain relationship in which the uqusal.s E I;, (f3, ;n e e
where the conjunction of state-of-affairs types inside the first p

i is. The analysis
causes the state-of-affairs type inside the second p;n"enl’t‘h:?stmt o
just given may be too simple to fit actual cases, but 1t sno

aged.
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The analysis can be adapted to fit cases where like causes like. The sim-
plest schema would be:

{_, being F) causes (_, being F),

although this is somewhat too simple even where the two particulars are
successive temporal parts of ‘the same thing’. It must be conceded, though,
that where like causes like the phrase ‘relations between universals’ begins
to seem somewhat inappropriate, because only one universal is involved.
But we can still speak of relations berween state-of-affairs types, which
preserves all that is essential. When like causes like, at the level of universals

a state of affairs of type F brings about a further state of affairs of the very
samie type.

15.21 Iron laws and defeasible laws

Despite what has just been said, even a deterministic connection of state-
of-affairs types does not entail the corresponding universally quantified
truth about particulars, at least not without qualifications. The entailment
actually holds only for the cases where it is given that nothing further inter-
feres. To say this is not to trivialize the entailment to its always holding,
except in the cases where it doesn’t. Rather, the situation is one that we
are quite familiar with in scientific laws. The gravitational laws give the
gravitational forces holding between two bodies having certain masses and
at a certain distance from each other. It is not necessary that these forces
cause the two bodies to move towards each other. There may be many
other bodies also exerting gravitational force in the situation, not to
mention other types of force (three, according to contemporary theory)
that may be operating. The two bodies are caused to move towards each
other according to the law that governs just two massive bodies provided
nothing else interferes.

But, it may be suggested, we ought to react to this situation by includ-
ing in true laws all the forces that are operating in any situation. If there
are just four fundamental forces, then the true force law for any situation,
the causal law that connects state-of-affairs types, should involve all the
tour force-types.

Notice, though, that even if we were to adopt this suggestion, we would
still not get an entailment between the connection of state-of-affairs types
(in a deterministic law) and the corresponding regularity. We can never
rule out the possibility, mere possibility though it may be, that further
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: ed to the situa-
forces (for instance, irreducibly psychic ones) Cou‘_d Ele;;:sd:wolved. Hence
tion which would alter the behaviour of the. Paml:e e that excludes
we cannot get our entailment without adding t ity Tt i, £ our
further factors. The clause itself seems to present no B ovder state of
account of allness in chapter 13 has been correct, 2 1gc e operating
affairs that certain state-of-affairs types are the only nomi

he entailment then goes through.

jve in a situa-
. factors operative
ot i sals as we do, the
Rejecting negative univer tive factors, and these alone, that

tion will all be positive. It is these pOSII¥e he factoss
e s The s 050 0 11 oo
causally operative in the situation is not 3 part Oht o e entailment from
cause’. Tt is simply the state of affairs that must ho iy o frstorder
the nomic connection of state-of-affairs types to 2 regu
states of affairs is to go through- indicating 2
This ?t seems, 1s agdialectical advantage for our the:):(})’. ;ychrough, the
further’ condition which must hold for the ental]r;lel-q which is so often
entailment between (deterministic) law and regy an:;,e e Searee more
said to be a difficulty for ‘strong’ theories of law, 15 ™
lausible. If F>G (with
' We can, though, distinguish between two types s?til?txomic ally possi-
some probability) is a law, and if it is emp .,n(all)’ pos'rcumstances the prob-
ble) that there is a universal F&H. and if in these —c:C by el a feasibe
dbiliy of an outcome of type G s altered he® £ 7% PR gefeasible,
law. Note that any law of the Fad Sorlto 4 ycalls defeasible laws
conceivably ad infinitum. (Armstrong 1983, .n;s to be always possible
‘oaken’. The term ‘defeasible’ seems bett'.:l’-) It 5;6 ™[, But it may not be
that for any antecedent of a law there exBs - ilj]e then the law may be
empirically possible. If it is not empirically possibie:

called an iron law.

in a certain situation. T

sH?
15.3 ARE CAUSAL LAWS ENOUG

. re of the connec-
Not all scientific laws are causal laws. What ;S"lt"};lee rl):;t:othesis now to be
tion between universals in 2 non-causal law? become famniliar with, on¢
put forward is of a sort that the reader h::sl lecs then any further laws
hopes not sickened by! Given all _‘hs c-}l:is na::d; to be argued for, .Of
that there are supersers 77 en:;lslci consider the possibility (epistct;l:;)s
course, but before we doso we > al. Could it be that non—causal a

that the supervenience i symmetrc
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supervene on th
e st Giv: cal'llisal layv's and the causal laws supervene on the n
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even if some of the laws do not involve the sort of connection that ordi-

nary language would call causal.
What we still do require, though, is a distinction between laws stricely
so-called, and mere nomic truths. It is these latter that supervenc and

perhaps include the ‘non-causal laws’, This must be postponed to 15.5.

15-4 EXCLUSION LAWS?

We are, so far, attempting to work in terms of a single sort of nomic con-
nective holding between state-of-affairs types. There may be different
probabilities of a certain state-of-affairs type bringing about 2 further state-
of-affairs type, and these different probabilities, if they exist, mMay be
thought of as ditferent determinates falling under a single determinable.
But the different probabilities of causing are the only grounds sO far intro-
duced for postulating different nomic connectives.

Should we, however, introduce another sort of connective to deal with
exclusion laws? Contemporary physics does find use for such principles;
in particular we have Pauli’s famous Exclusion Principle. One could deal
with exclusions without multiplying pomic connectives by introducing
negative universals. A certain positive staté of affairs might ensure or
probabilify that a certain particular lacked a certain positive property G,

and not heing (5 might be admitted as a property- Furthermore, one could
admit yegative propertics in the selective or sparse wWay favoured by a pos-
teriori realists about propertics. But while this approach should not be deci-
sively ruled out, it is not very attractive, Onee negative properties are
introduced as effects, presumably they would have to be aliowed as causes
also. If they do no causing, their presence would seem undetectable. But
causation by negation will see body who takes a reason-

m dubious to any
ably robust, and in particular a 0o

n-Regularity, view of causality.
Disjunctive laws would seem a more attractive Way of dealing with the
| facts allow. No disjunc

tive properties would be
state-of-atfairs type would have a
of bringing about at Jeast one of 3
essarily incompat

at the probabilities
her possible

situation, if the empirica
called for. On this account, 3 certain
certain probability, 1 or something less,
certain range of etfects (if the effect properties were nec
ible, at most one of these effects). One would expect th

of a particular possible effect were weighted relative to the ot
effects, weighted by some umber. This involves 3 disjunction of proper-
ties, but no disjunctive property. An excluded possibility would simply be

d if it were a property that

one that failed to appear in the disjunction, an
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. nd N*_ with
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involve succession or even more narrowly. But;,’ iau_RamseY'LCWis theory
ficial, something like the manoeuvre in the f law by introducing a rela-
Which tries to tame the Regularicy tflcor}il' 0nd ‘bad’ cosmic regularities.
tively superticial distinction between good’ a
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. ing sort
iversals, relations of a causin,
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. The premiss require hing else, coun
T — belore sy e cou
’ . ifies t
tion is something that uni ientific explana-
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fig:”) ;Shies has been followed up by Philip Klt.Ch.Cr ( rancc; of the work of
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unify phenomena by discovering identities. But when a law is discovered,
or even approximated to, then provided it is conceived of as a linking of
universals or near-universals, further unification takes place. On a
Regularity view, the truthmakers for the true law-statement may be spread
throughout the spacetime world, and even then a higher-order state of
affairs will be required: viz. that these states of affairs are all the states of
atfairs of a certain sort. But on the view that the law is a relation between

state-of-affairs types an extraordinary unification is made. The law may be

higher-order, but, as Michael Tooley has insisted, it 1s atomic. As in the case

of ordinary universals, it s just one and the same thing that occurs at each

mstantiation of the law.

Furthermore, some aid and comfort is given in dealing with the
Problem of Induction. It may be that some shifts can be inade with this
problem even within the Regularity theory of laws, although it is cer-
tainly no accident that near-despair of seeing why induction is rational
comies in with Hume. But if the theory of law being advocated here is
correct, then the argunient from regularities to possible laws, and from
this to predictions about unobserved instances falling under the putative
laws, is assimilated to a fairly simple abduction. (This assimilation is itself a
unification within the theory of inductive reasoning, because induction
and abduction are brought together, and so perhaps is an explanatory
because unifying assimilation.) A regularity in nature is observed. It is pos-
tulated that behind this regularity, explaining it, and predicting further
observations, is some connection of properties, some connection of state-
of-affairs types. The instantiations of the actually observed properties
which constitute the regularity need not be universals. They may be
(ontologically) second-class properties. Even the deeper properties pos-
tulated to explain the regularity need not be universals. But these deeper
properties must be on the road to being universals, and the unifying power
of the explanation depends on the true and ultimate laws being connec-
tons of universals.

Following Gilbert Harman (1965) I have in the past described this sort
of explanation as inference to the best explanation, and am still prepared
to do so. (Sec 1983, 45 & 6.7, and 1991b. See also Foster, 1983) But |
note that Evan Fales (1990, ch. 4) has argued in detail that there 1s a more
intellectually economical way of seeing the inference. All that is demanded
is that we give the hypothesis of a certain nomic connection of universals
some positive imitial probability. Given this, if and when further favour-
able evidence is encountered, we can then use Bayesian reasoning to
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some definite value) that an nstance of the s first state of affairs. This

. i the .
be caused to exist in suitable re O of frairs types Will automatically
probabilistic connection between state-of-afta dent universal 15 instanti-
ield a single-case chance whenever the anteceden s it is convenient 1©
Ztcd We can say that the antecedent state of affairs, & e ofafais
! . onse ! )
call it, has a certain propensity tO bring 3b<}>‘ut tfhescone \:here the propensity
terministic’ be thought o & e nitesimal, which
* inistic’ law can then ) finitesimal,
:lkjet:}:m value 1 (not, be it noted, 1 munus an lrl; s are o be
’ D
wousld Cot be a deterministic law). Whether Suc: E pmust or do have a
n .
thought of as pure propensities, OF whether instead they chapter 5- My
‘categorical basis’, is a great 15sue

that was already raised n
vote is for categorical basis.

15.7

It may well be that some ©
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Suppose, then, tha ing’s bei
than 1, to bring abo;tszr?;::mg Scf)e} ng an F has a certain propensity, less
F Perhaps the emission of g e later state of the thing that is an
certain period of time i 1a Pﬁmcl:c from a uranium 235 atom after a
factors external to the :ta aw of this sort, immanent causation with no
emission. The instantiati:))m h?‘Vlng. any influence on the probability of
produce Gs and Fs that do ‘: of F divide into two sorts of case: Fs that
negative cases. There is an o%:rli)(:?l?l::ssec's' Cal:l t:ese the posidive anc the
primacy. In these ¢ . in which the positive case
conceivable ca " o be a further possible
Fs that are suczz,ejisegd l;;héilg‘;oﬂey - [chOimed o 'l?here migo}:t ?:]Si)e;s;
instantiations of i sheer random chance. They woul
of FG chuenc;:) eciuldG lawi. Such a distinction betweezl the cizos:,:
However, although it is ‘n°tn e drawn within a Regularity theory.
‘strong’ theory of law app:etgtleﬂuany illuminating to recognize that ;;
to be no particular reason to th‘y allows for such a possibility, there seems
i"er occur in our world. It seel:lls( ;h;;aZuF& totall random states of affairs
15 2 cause. o sible assumpti
o) e. Perhaps a law is involved. See ch. 17 forpa ls:e}h;:r:;:xizi?
We are supposing :
law. The POsi?ve caietsh:iltlhl:elaw is one that is uncontroversially a causal
negative cases there will be e thrc there is actual causation. In the
‘probabilistic causality’, whi hqo causation. For this reason, the phrase
a probabilistic causal la;v 'u‘,c " (.)ﬁen heard, is really mappropriate. Wh;lt
probability that causationgw?B us is not probabilisric causality but a certain
whether the law governin lh oceur, an ordinary causation which occurs
abilistic. In a law that is nogt‘ € causation is deterministic or merely prob-
wise be a certain probabilicausf, g there. are such things, there will like-
probability of instantiation ftht at a positive case will occur, a certain
in its positive instantiatio OTC € consequent. The law, in our theory, lives
that every event has a o hl.S shows, incidentally, that the propo;ition
deterministic. Determin'cauSe s compatible with no causal law bein
converse entailment do ism entails that every event has a cause, but thg
This line of thought rexjar;ot: h(:,ld. h | e
pendence of chances, whi e thought to lead o a difficulry. Given inde-
will be no contradicti'o:iw?:\c?hls " least the simplest SUPPOSit:;n ihee‘:'l ltrll)d:re
always and everywhere fail ¢ idea tbat the experimental res'ulcs should
those results arc the b i Fo agree with the propensity, and even alth .
est evidence we can have for wha; the str::gth :flilg)}e)
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propensity 1s. There is, for instance, no contradiction in a fair coin being
wn heads every ame-

tossed an infinite number of times, and coming do
This in turn leads us to consider the two extreme C€ases. Can there be 2
merely probabilistic Jaw connecting the Fs and the Gs, yet every Fbe a G?
And in the same circumstances, can no Fbea G? Given our account of
laws, there would seem to be litde difficulty in the former case. It is some,
though no more than some, embarrassment for a Regularity theory, but
there seems no objection to a mere propensity ‘firing’ every time. But
should we not also allow that, by chance, 2 propensity never fires and yet
exdists? This seems to show that 2 law can exist int the absence of a positive
instantiation of that law. To admit this, howeverb is to give up the idea, t©
which 1 attach great importance, that laws exist nowhere and nowhen
except in their positive instanciations, and the connected idea that laws are
themselves a special sort of complex universal. So, not without some ms-
giving, 1 deny the possibility of a propensity that exists yet never fires.
There appear to be two ways to BO if we do accept the omological
reality of such un'mstantiated Jaws. The one way, favoured by Michael
pt uninstantiated universals, not necessarily
but whatever uninstantiated universals

quired as truthmakers for unin-

Tooley in particular, is to acce

any old uninstantiated universals,

and relations between them that are r¢

stantiated Jlaws. (He calls this Factual Platonisn.) The great cost of this way
hat the world

of going is that it involves abandoning Naturalism, the view €

is exhausted by the spacetime systen. Naturalism i1 this sense 15 certainly
not to be regarded as sacrosanct. We can readily conceive of evidence that
ought o persuade us o abandon it. But among the larger principles
that we have steered ourselves by in this work — Factualism (obviously con-
troversial), Naturalism and Physicalism (somewhat controversial) ~
Naturalism does seem to be something rather plausible which should not
lightly be abandoned.

A more plausible alternative, it may be suggested. js to give an account
of uninstantiated laws in terms of unmanifested powers: Yo take this ling
however, is to revive the dispute discussed in chapteT 5 about the nature
of properties, the dispute between Categoricalism and Dispositionalism.
The Dispositionalist view is that a property is essentially a power, 2 power
to act or be acted upon, and is nothing more than a power: We can cer-
unt of unmanifested pPOWers in terms of proper
hem. (Though there may stll be

d do not exist. Suppose the world

hold that if 2 particular with

tainly try to give an acco
ties as the Dispositionalists conceive t
difficulties where the particulars involve

has a finite mass. It might still be reasonable to
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greater mass had existed, it would have had certain gravitational powers.)

Certain difficulties about Dispositionalism, however, inclined us to the
Categoricalist view that properties are self-contained entities, and do not
involve powers essentially. This, as we have already noted, involves giving
an account of powers in terms of the laws that govern these categorical
properties as a matter of contingent fact. And if the laws are relations of
universals, then we are brought back to the problem of uninstantiated laws.
Do we require uninstantiated universals for these laws? We will postpone
a final showdown on these matters until the next chapter.

15.71 Van Fraassen’s problem about propensities

Van Fraassen (1987) has proposed an ingenious difficulty for the theory of
objective propensities defended in this essay. It appears to apply to all pro-
pensity theories. The propensity may be any number, rational or real,
between O and 1. It gives the objective chance that an F-type state of
affairs, say, gives rise to a G-type state of affairs, with F and G universals.
Suppose, then, that the omnitemporal number of instantiations of the
F—G law is finite. The proportion of the Fs that are Gs may then fail to
be equal to the value of the propensity P. (Suppose that P=.25 and F 1s
instantiated just five times.) Given independence of chances, there is, of
course, no inevitability that the proportion of positive instantiations of the
law will equal P for any such law. But can we attach any sense to a value
of P for which, given the actual number of instantiations of F, the propor-
tion of positive instantiations could not be equal to P?

The suggestion for meeting this difficulty in Armstrong 1988b is that
one should appeal to a counterfactual about the limit that the proportion
of positive instantiations of F would in all probability tend towards, in a
world where the number of instantiations was infinite. The truthmaker for
this counterfactual would be provided by the nomic relation between the
universals F and G: the higher-order state of affairs that the F-type state of
affairs had propensity P to give rise to G-type states of affairs. If that is
thought of as a categorical relation between state-of-affairs types, perhaps
it will serve as a satisfactory truthmaker. After all, universals and relations
between universals, being ‘predicable of many’, may be thought to be
indifferent to the number of their instances.

It may be objected that the extension from the finite to the infinite case
makes the truth of the counterfactual much more dubious. The merely
possible particulars involved would presumably be alien particulars, ones
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¢ dubious ‘outer sphere’ of possibility. But t:f
lied that we are only require'd to m;xl::oss:zszf i
the possibility that the value of P and the nu‘mber of m;;;:::ized e
certain law should be at odds with each other n the_ wez papamp i
Fraassen. It is not as if the objection is based on empl'r(licd e o e
ot elsewhere. For the possible case, we have provided 2 P

maker. That seems to be all that is required.

belonging to the somewha
this, it seemns, it may be rep

y important question
the Prince of
obea

The next chapter will first consider the en(;ﬂ::;:zl s,
of functional laws. Without an account © e n 2 position ©
Denmark is lacking from the play. Wc.wﬂl t' end laws and unmanifested
little more decisive on the topic of uninstantiated Z]jst accounts of prop-
powers. This will involve confronting the Categoric

. - view i

Martin. His view
erties and laws with the important. M laws. I
in part Categoricalist, but looks to irre

will be the ‘last showdown’ in this €ssay-

t position of C. B.
ducible power
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16.1 FUNCTIONAL LAWS
16.
11 The problem of functional laws

The discussion up to this poi
R o s point has had, inevitably, a somew isti
e ] w;‘z tt}(l)t; e(o:'nhO( the laws that we have be}:: 3::?323?
ho better than » respectabl ight call she 'ravens are black paradigm This E
experience begins v mer : 'generabzanon at the edge where érdina
enares (mome o les) bemg b;nto science, having the form bein ar o
although no doubt there arg ack. The terms do not pick out U§ive a:lm
or meat truth of the gone el.umyersals whose connections ensure th :5 :
b comments hest vore g ralization. But it is the suggestion that e
the best present claim tonl:w:rs"llS that chiefly misleads. The lawa ;tyl}ilcal
flla:es sl pzrf;til::;r:lecntal .aredlaws that link toget:u:r Zter;:
nder 2 co . ertain determi it 1
PR I;lvr:)rl\f(ij;ermm;'lble, in some mathelr’:lr:lltri]::lerjll;:i‘:m?; e
then and only then do Canhg,‘,e some plausible account of fun u ?ley .
ceriouly. we have a theory of lawhood that can bec t::e‘n rl::vlls,
There are tw i y
Tl}ey o deter:ﬁl::;:;’::zy;:gablg characteristics of functional laws. (1)
infinite, class of aws, under each such law .
are likely to be urcliientsetra:tli:itii laws. (2) A great many iafutshael?ft;:'rhaps
our vcenphyeical syatom ;k The latter point poses a special diffi l‘na;cs
oo e e - Take these characteristics in turn R
holding between two btoc? an gravitation law. The grav}t ti
divided by the square o? :S d.cpends upon the product of that‘ll(’):;l e
e (oo of themn masses)t t:‘ distance. This gives us three different masses
triple of numbers that m a¢ can vary independently. For ca :dq;antl-
One can think of this aleasurff these quantities one can cal ulc e
for just chese two m: culation as yielding a gravitati f ate a force.
ss-values and just this distance (z;luaw 't:h“ hoe
-value. ere are
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minate laws. They

aumbers of these deter
Jssume are

ilnnumerable, perhaps infinite,

imvolve determinate 1MAasses and distances, which we may
genu'me universals, strictly identical in their different instances. (For
simplicity of discussion, Wwe accept the fundamemal concepts of

king out true universals.) What we appear to have

der determi-

Newtonian physics as pic
laws linking first-OF

in these determinate laws are first-order
nate universals.
Now we can conceive, and indeed it appears actually possible, though

no d‘_’“bt merely possible, that each of these determinate laws should be
laws in their own right, meaning by this that each law should be an inde-
of the holding any other deter-

pe.ndem existence, holding independently

minate law that falls under the determinable law. As a matter of fact, an

upholder of the Regularity theory must uphold such independence. This
although it 15 2 bare

D“ght to be a reproach to that theory, because,
possibility that all these Jaws are wholly distinct existences, their co-
lanation. The co-ordination is far more

ordination cries out for further €Xp
extraordinary than regularities such as the monotonous way that the feath-

ers of ravens keep on being black. If, however, the functional Jaw is 3
Jeterminate laws can be deduced

f appropriate ante-
at a certain dis-

unitary entity of some sort, then all the
from the existence of that law plus the assumption ©
cedent conditions — viz. twO objects with certain masses
tance. And not only is there deduction, but there 15 explanationt because of
‘h"f unification that the determinable 1aw brings to the huge class of deter-
minate laws. It turns out to be the same damned thing going on in each

case.

The functional law 15 therefore in some sense highcr—order law, the
law that determines and unifies the determinate Jaws. It will be seett
therefore, that much hangs o giving an appropriate account of what 3
fanctional law is. For us this account will have to be consilient with the

general plan of exhibiting all laws as relations between universals, between
state-of-affairs types. But We€ leave this central problem aside for the
ffunctional laws.

moment to look at the question of uni pstantiated values ©

16.12 Uninstantiated values of functional laws

een C. D- Broad (1935) who po'mted out that func-
stantiated values, cases where the ante-
rally not instantiated, but where the
fmportant cases are m

IF appears to have b
tional laws were likely to have unin
cedent conditions were omnitempo
law mandates a certain consequent state of affairs.
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limiting cases where antecedent valyes 80 towards zero — Newton’s First
Lawisa Particular case; and {2) cases where antecedent values are too large.
The second sort of case would occur for the gravitation law if the total

unmanifested power {disposition, etc.) of particulars, where powers are
taken with fy)) ontological seriousness. Thyj

l)ispositionalist, for whom the essence of properties Jies in their power-
bcstowing nature (see ch. 5). The third solution, which js my own prefer-
ence, will be called the Counterfactualist account. It is the solution that

would hold if €erain  unrealized conditions were realized. Their
truthmakers myst pe sought in the rea] of instantj

tcular dialectica] advantage gver the Powers vj
that c.g. the mags of the universe j finite. Since there will exist no partic-
ular having 4 mass greater than this, there will pe no actual thing to have
the powers of gravitations] traction associated with such very large
masses, The dlsadvantage of Factyal Platonism is obvious. It breaks with

Laws II

. ar—
. . ut innumerable p
omnitemporally nothing instantiates the F;]rSt‘ Law;}? never actually man-
i times the
i f as possessing at a A o forces
tculars may be thought o or rest if no
ife;I:d ov\)r(er to remain in their present state ofmoFlO(Ecated the solution
{or Cxafd)’ equal forces) act upon them. As alread);]m it cor;les to unin-
; en
in terms of powers has to start talking faster. v asses greater than the
stantiated laws involving uninstantiated properties fjne)d here is some prop-
roul mas of che aniverse). What scems to b}ex rev r particular mass it has,
. teve
: i ith mass has wha i ith any
1ty of massiness that a thing w 4 sociated wi
: tx}:ooe:y which bestows on its particulars the powers ﬁlaps such a prop-
i e
dfterfninate of massiness. As we shall see in 16.13, p
€1ty can be provided. Counterfactual position. On this view thell'e
he Coun ategori-
3) So we come now to t ) . d none but categ
are(n)one but categorical properties and relatIOHS}; atnconstitute the laws of
: ions tha X
- rsals, relations ; tically
s between these unive ‘ on iations, pleonas
cal relatfl?}? laws do not exist except in their lnStantla(;IF s [; e oy
nature. The . ated Ia
in their positive instantiations. What are umnstantli-etrue counterfactuals.
They are truths of an ontologically second-rate Sork}ww that an ordinary
Thus suppose that we have a functional law'r?vetuals’ The statement of
5 . C . R
‘sustains counterfa o rtain
- w, an F—G law, ‘sus . ion that a ce
gnr:tlfvrvderlll:: the false (but nomically possible) Suppo:;:qe escape clauses)
articul‘af is an E allows us to conclude (subject to i articular (depend-
f)hat this pa;ticul;r or some other related and relsvaninpthe case of a func-
i o 2 G ave
ing upon the detail of the law), 1sa G. What ‘[Ne- a determinable law that
tional law is the same thing one order up- lSh re is, strictly, no deter-
governs a class of determinate laws. Sometimes tde the’ determinable law,
. - 'ng under -
i ticular values falli ' dated. But we
Munate law for certain par ! ever instan
because the antecedent value is omnitemporally n ith the false statement
€an conjoin the statement of dettrrmm.ble law :1” then deduce the deter~
that theJantecedent is somewhere instantiated, - false condition. We can
inate law that would have obtained ver thlsh case of the First Law.)
Minate Il it a law, if we like. (Newton did, for the trictly a law because it
v i s R
; en ca rding to the present metaphysics, it is n(;t s in a secondary sense.
co ; s
s moe t tigated It is probably best to call it a law ene upon the actual,
is instan . v
?1?,: ounterfactual truths are suppqged to SUPCt he uninstantiated laws
. e_sctcd laws. Given just the instantiated laws.d o to 2 degree, scep-
‘"Smm‘*‘]edv This' makes this view dcﬂatlommfan d l;ack to the account
are entailed. ’ i< referre
tical. But it is not eliminativist. The r.eadser615 The argument between ths
) . ispOsiti in 5.6.
given of unmanifested dlsposlt:‘ons. tantiated laws, on the one hand, an
. iews of unins
Platonist and the Power vi
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the Counterfactual view, on the other, will be continued at a later point
in this chapter.

What is needed at this point, of course, is a plausible account of the
determinable law, the functional law, which will sustain the counter-
factuals to which this view reduces uninstantiated laws. Platonist and
Power theorists also require an account of functional laws, but the matter
is peculiarly urgent for the Counterfactualist. So let us turn to this task.

16.13 The nature of functional laws

Like the determinate laws, we want the functional or determinable law to
be an atomic fact or state of affairs. How is this to be achieved? It seems
that what is wanted is a single property, an antecedent property, linked in
the simplest case with a second or consequent property. Consider the class
of all the mass-universals, actual and possible: the kilo, the pound, and so
on, perhaps a class with an infinite number of members. If we are to have
functional mass-laws, we want a common property of all these properties.
It will at this point be useful to distinguish between logical and real
determinables. All real determinables are logical determinables, but not all
logical determinables are real ones. Logical determinables are W. E.
Johnson’s determinables. They are whatever obey the logical laws that
Johnson laid down for determinables. Colour is a logical determinable,
with the individual colours as determinates, standing in the familiar logical
relations. But it is likely enough, or at least a Physicalist will think it likely
enough, that it is not a real determinable. The individual shades of colour
do not really have, even if in the manifest image of the world they may
appear to have, a genuinely common property, a property that is a uni-
versal. So perhaps for all or most of the secondary qualities. But the collec-
tion of determinate mass-properties, of the length and duration properties,
and other such classes, appear to be much better candidates for classes of
universals that are united not in some loose way only, but by their posses-
sion of a common property, a property that is itself a universal. Such uni-
versals will be the real or ontological determinables. Unlike logical
determinables, which are properties of particulars, the real determinables
are genuine, and non-relational, properties of determinate properties, pro-
viding a universal to unify suitable classes of determinates.
It was argued in 4.13 that classes of determinates falling under a
common determinable are classes united by various more or less complex
patterns of partial identities holding between the determinates concerned.
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i be said to
Each such class forms an equivalence .class, SO 1tsh mi;n::irt;r;?olved o
be identical in a certain respect, provided that the 1 i e © these
more than loose 1dentity (2.31). But, I am r?o\z :,ugagmictly ;dendcal orop-
classes, though united in this way, are also unite . ‘7; e the  aabers
erty that is a property of all and only th.e determl(rila o pertics, where
of that class. It is these strictly identical second—toorthe e, orermin-
they exist, that we are calling the real, as oppose
ables.
The idea is then that functional laws o
these determinable universals. _ lation of these
It is to be emphasized as usual that tbe fhscovery t(;l' g:St:ecided, o the
higher-order properties 15 an @ p osfe'l‘)" matjf’ jence. The ‘Newtonian
extent that it can be decided, in the light of total s¢ e tor comaenence
determnables’ that we have been uSing, bave bees:ientiﬁc inCOmpetenCC.
and simplicity of exposition, not to mf:nnf)r;1 rrg';lve o o to such proper-
For real ontological determinables one Mig t o re that al ontological
ties as space-time interval. It is a plausible con

determinables are quantifies ! to be pOStulated a posten’ori, h
% 1 are to . ni-
But although these universa® i s of determinate U

that it cannot be a contingent truth that certam]cl?\SS:iOt possible that these

versals fall under real determinable universals. 1t 15

,
. ible world

. < some other poss :

i iversals should exist and yet ‘ms¢ inable uni-

determinate universals s J istence © ¢ the detern

should lack this common properey: The the existence of each and

s upon, '
veral o encalled by, 30”2 sup'ervenes # And, if the doctrine of the
every determinate universal falling under it. ,

; n’ the deter-

i already ‘in’ the

ontological free lunch is correct, the determinable 15 y

minate, and so is no INCrease of bem_g. ook for me in working out an
This point was for long a stumbling bloc

: ike all other
tingent like 2
account of functional laws, which | thought of & Corl;stacgle Just because 2
laws. But it seemns that it should not have bFen an o arily a distancé, is no
ton 'or a kilo is necessarily a mass, and a mxl_e necesstaking them to be real
reason why the determinables of mass and dlstgnc-etvh the force they gener-
. wi
i inoent! connecte ) ave
universals, should not be o lationship. Two pamculars each h

. jonal re < gistance.
ate, according to some functy bve mass They are at a certain dis
t ha .

€ pature are relations between

it seems

' the
P nd Soffn'lus' of a type that nomically ensures that
| 15 typ
This complex state of affairs

) Itimately, perhaps,
. tity of force (u ita-
; h generate a C€rT tain quantit) R ing to the gravl
part;cula(;sbﬂ; miam of intermediate ‘pamcles.) ac«l:o_rdm(gan * here is the
r:iw :tgon:ula Jtis a non-supervenient law involving
on .
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trick) the supervenient determinable property of mass and the super-
venient determinable relation of distance. Like other laws, it is an atomic
state of affairs. And it exists nowhere except in its instantiations. It can be
called a higher-order law, because it is a law that governs the determinate
laws. But it is not a higher-order state of affairs than the states of affairs
that are the determinate laws. (Remember that higher-order states of
affairs are, in this system, supposed to be non-supervenient.)

Before leaving this topic, I take note of a suggestion of Jim Franklin
which, if it could be applied, would in many ways yield a simpler treat-
ment of functional laws. The idea is to have a functional law supervene on
a non-functional law. Consider gravity, and take it, for simplicity, that
space, time and matter are all made up of a finite number of atoms. A
spacetinmie point is either occupied by a matter atom, or not. Suppose it is
s0 occupied. It will be a non-functional law of nature that atoms give a
small ‘pull’ to immediately adjacent points, at the next time point. Even if
empty of matter, such a pull will be passed on to the next adjacent points.
(This is a further non-functional law.) The pull gets passed across space-
time in this fashion to distant bodies. The resulting equation of pull is the
functional law of gravity. Basically, though, it is all a ‘propagation of local
actions’. The functional law supervenes on the local propagation. The
tactic here, as Franklin points out, is similar to treating such a relation as
before as the ancestral of a relation before* which holds only between adja-
cent instants. See chaprer 9.

Franklin's illustrative example, just given, depends upon the rejection of
action at a distance, and this is at present controversial in fundamental
physics. And there is a2 mathematical question whether actual functional

laws can be all recast in this way. But he has proposed an interesting alter-
native to my treatment.

16.2 DISPOSITIONALISM AGAIN

Qur present concern is with the laws of nature. But, of course, views on
the ontology of properties greatly affect views on the ontology of laws. An
important part of this chapter, the business of the next section, Is to
examine the view of laws that comes out of the “Two-sided’ theory of
properties, the view of C. B. Martin (5.7). It will be useful first to run over
again what I judge to be the less plausible Dispositionalist theory of prop-
erties (5.5) and the stand that a Dispositionalist takes on laws.

On this view, all properties, the genuine, non-relational properties, are
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‘0o categorical (non-
purely Dispositional, mere powers. They have ~noth1n§arhergdiscuss"on i’
dispositional) about them. As we pointed out 1n our

hing has 2
Dispositionalism (5.21), this has the consequence that when a tbing

ertain dlSPOSIUOIl, a[ld COIldlthnS fOr 1ts manlfestatlo" are Satlsfled
[ ertain F:l] tl:dlafs ha lllg

er © 1t
(conditions, presumably, that are a matF iy i is an
certain dispositions) then the manifestation occurs o e given of
’ i acco
intellectually very transparent necessmyll; Once ti};s e wers that oy
ies, 1 Vi t they exerc
properties, it seems trivially true that they e ccount of

{ncidentally, there seems to be no ¢

bestow with necessity. e i im every pos-

the laws of nature that makes it plausib]e that these law

sible world’. . not deny that

Dispositionalists generally go on t0 pomnt Ol.lt t:lit :i::/o:{i?ion_properties
it is contingent that particulars have the particu 3{ of their theory. But it
that they have. This seems correct developTie e to them. Faced with
does have a consequence that may be less welcon;,er things being equal)
the question why particulars should conth® (oine effects, they can only
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mass, and so there is nothing to carry

particular that has, say, the required
The solution

a power, has not been addressed by Martin as far as 1 know.
suggested in 16.31 could perhaps be adapted to his position.

We have seen, of course, (in 5.23, noted again in 16.2) that there isa
cost for Two-sided theories, shared with Dispositionalism, though one
that may be differently estimated by different philosophers. This is the
strange nature of these properties, their ability to point beyond themselves,
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Martin has made some gestures here, appealing, like Locke, t0 the rela-
tion between a key and 1ts lock. See Martif, 1993, sec. V1. Keys vurn locks
in virtue of similarities of shape of the business end of the keY, and the
shape of the lock. This is because of the unyielding natures of key and lock,
unyielding except for their ability to tarn with each other when the key
is inserted. This unyieldingness of key and lock is a power: The necessary
connection between the active power of the key and the passive power of
the lock may therefore be accepted. But what is there in t
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Jjust an idle wheel in the two-sided scheme. They make it possible to give
a Realistic (but not Platonic, not transcendent) account of uninstantiated
laws, something not available to the Categoricalist.

Consider, first, the case where a certain antecedent value of a functional
law is omnitemporally missing. Is there a lmy which governs that deter-
minate value? Martin can, in general at least, say yes, there 1s. Certain par-
ticulars really do have the power such that, if they were to instantiate that
antecedent value (by happenstance they never do), then the appropriate
consequent value of the function would be instantiated. Powers and laws
are not different on this theory, so the uninstantiated law is a law in as good
standing as an instantiated law.

What can the Categoricalist, or at any rate the Categoricalist who, like
us, denies the existence of uninstantiated universals, say? One can certainly
assent to a counterfactual: ‘If the antecedent value were at some time
instantiated, then a certain determinate law would be instantiated, yield-
ing a certain consequent value’. But what is the truthmaker for this law?
Nothing but the determinable functional law, linking determinable uni-
versals, state-of-affairs types. This law lives (exists) only in its instantiations.
The ‘uninstantiated law’ is nothing but the truth of the counterfactual, and
5o 1s not fullbloodedly a law. Certainly, by coniparison with the Two-sided
view, a deflationary account of uninstantiated laws.

Martin and Tooley have tried to twist the knife turther here with an
ingenious case, Tooley, of course, in the interest of uninstantiated nomic
counections of universals rather than powers. (See Martin, 1993, p. 180,
and Tooley, 1977, p. 669.) Tooley states the case thus:

Imagine a world containing ten different types of fundamental particles. Suppose
further that the behavior of particles in interactions depends upon the types of the
interacting particles. Considering only interactions involving two particles, there
are 55 possibilities with respect to the types of the two particles. Suppose that 54
of these possible interactions have been carefully studied, with the result that 54
laws have been discovered, one for each case, which are not interrelated in any
way. Suppose finally that the world is sufficiently deterministic that, given the way
particles of the types X and Y are currently distributed, it is impossible for them
ever to interact at any time, past, present, or future, In such a situation it would

seem very reasonable to believe that there is some underived law dealing with the
interaction of particles of types X and Y.

The sting here is that there would be a law, but the Categoricalist can
find no truthmaker for the law. All parties to the dispute agree that the law

must be for ever unknown. But Martin and Tooley do have truthmakers
for the unknown truth about it.
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universals. But if we draw up a balance sheet for the opposed theories taken
as a whole, my claim is that what is lost on the roundabouts at this partic-
ular point is more than made up on the swings. Taken as a whole, I claim,
the Categoricalist theory is ahead. It is true, of course, that the choice to
be made here is a relatively delicate matter, one involving difhicult judg-
ment.
It seems, in any case, that a Powers view, whether Dispositionalist or
Two-sided, has a psychological advantage, but one that ought to be dis-
counted. The point has already been made in 5.6, but is worth develop-
ing again. There may be quasi-biological advantages in thinking about the
world in terms of real powers. For all animals, even human beings, even
philosophers, practice is primary. Practice, for us humans at least, involves
planning, and planning involves moving concepts around in our heads in
an imaginative, often image-bound, way. Now it energizes our thinking,
and so assists our practice, to think of things as possessed of powers. (And,
of course, they are possessed of powers, in the sense that it is true that if
they are treated in a certain way, then they are liable to react in a certain
way.) It is good, practically good, picture-thinking to see the.things as
making threats and offering rewards, having a semi-anthropomorphic
intentionality within themselves. This practice, metaphysically mistaken as
[ take it to be, helps one to reason better, especially in a practical context.
This may help to explain the seductiveness of a power theory of proper-
ties. (And the seductiveness of anthropomorphism generally.)

From the standpoint of Categoricalism, it is the old business of ‘projec-
tion’. Here, the Categoricalist can say, we are projecting the strong laws
back into the things and properties that are governed by the laws. As a
result, we, or some of us, engage in metaphysical overestimation of what
it is for objects to have unmanifested powers. It is true to say that objects
have unmanifested powers — the Categoricalist can provide truthmakers

for such statements — but unmanifested powers are not as big a deal as a
Powers theory imagines.

16.4 THE CAUSAL NET AND THE POWER NET

Thick particulars, the full-blooded particulars, are states of affairs. These
states of affairs are a matter of the corresponding thin particulars having
the totality of their non-relational properties. These particulars persist
(perdure) through time (their proper parts may be interacting with each
other) and they interact continuously with further particulars. The inter-
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not deny that there are innumerable truths about the might-have-been, cor-
responding to Martin’s unmanifested powers. I believe that I have provided
reasonably satisfactory truthmakers for these truths, using my strong laws.

16.§ FURTHER TOPICS
16.51 Smith’s garden

Michael Tooley (1977) considers a conceivable case where a particular,

simply as a particular, has nomic powers (pp. 686—7). The case goes as
follows:

All the fruit in Smith’s garden at any time are apples. When one attempts to take
an orange into the garden, it turns into an elephant. Bananas so treated become
apples as they cross the boundary, while pears are resisted by a force that cannot be
overcome. Cherry trees planted in the garden bear apples, or they bear nothing at
all. If all these things were true, there would be a very strong case for its being a
law that all the fruit in Smith’s garden are apples. And this would be no way under-
mined if it were found that no other gardens, however similar to Smith’s in all other
respects, exhibited behavior of the sort just described.

Tooley argues that the case shows that we might be forced to accept laws
that bestowed nomic power on particulars rather than universals. I agree.
The conception of universals as emasculated or unsaturated, Fregean,
states of affairs, what I have called in this work state-of-affairs types, is
helpful here. We can think of the case Tooley envisages as one where the
antecedent condition of the law plugs in a particular, though one having
certain universal properties ~ fruit in Smith’s garden ~ creating a state-of-
affairs type that is not purely universal. It does seem that such a bastard
state-of-affairs type might have unique causal power. (We may call such a
type a quasi-universal.)

Tooley’s point, that laws might involve an irreducible element of
particularity, seems to apply to all theories of laws. A Regularity theorist
can hardly deny the possibility of such laws. Neither can a Necessitarian.
Contemporary Necessitarianism about laws leans to a Dispositionalist
theory of properties. Given such a theory, the essence, or part of the
essence i Two-sided theories, lies in the effect an instantiated property
has 1n suitable circumstances. A property is a power. But if Tooley's case is
good at all, a certain particular’s having that power might constitute a
quasi-universal, with the fact that it is that particular particular an essential
component for the exercise of the power.

Why is this case important? It is important because the case raises once
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Ironically, though, this led me away from my original upholding of
intra-world stability. For it was argued against Lewis in 7.21 that two
strictly identical atoms, atoms that lack temporal parts, although they
could not change their own nature over time, could change their spatial
relations over time. The two atoms, for instance, might be related by dis-
tance 4, at f, but related by d, at ¢,. (The argument, it may be remembered,
depended on introducing states of affairs, entities that Lewis thinks he has
reason to bar.) So why should not a universal, also, lose or gain nomic rela-
tions to another universal over time?

1 am not perfectly certain that the case of the atoms and the case of the
universals are really parallel. One interesting consideration is that the places
and times occupied by unchangeable entities would appear to be acciden-
tal properties of the entities. 1t is these places and times that mediate the
different spatial relations of the unchangeable atoms at different times.
Strictly, perhaps, it is the places and times that are different and so differ-
ently related to each other. No such mediation is present in the case of the
nomically connected universals. Although the relations are external, they
depend on the universals involved alone. Perhaps external relations of this
second sort, and only this sort, are subject to the Lewis argument. Nice as
it would be for me, though, I do not have enough confidence in this
suggestion to base my argument upon it.

The following appears clear enough, though. (1) If Lewis’ argument
succeeds wholly, then a contingent connection of universals is as little
subject to change as a necessary connection of universals. On the other
hand, my contention in chapter 7 that particulars that are strictly identi-
cal through time are at least possible, also becomes very dubious. That
latter contention, though, is not one in which [ have a great investment.

(2) Suppose, however, that the Lewis argument fails wholly. (As [ tend
to think. ) It seems that I have to allow that contingent relations between
universals can change. (As a small consolation prize, my contention that
such things as atoms that are strictly identical through time are at least pos-
sible, can be upheld.)

But now it seems that both Regularity theorists and Necessitarians may
triumph. Regularity theorists can argue that if relations between universals
are subject to change, then inductive scepticism is as much a problem for
Contingency theorists as it is for them. Necessitarians can be even more
triumphant. Necessary relations between universals cannot change. So

Necessitarians seem to have epistemic advantage over both of the other
parties to the dispute.
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warrant for thinking that this imagined F will also be a G. That is why we
hold the counterfactual true. Criticism of this ingenious attempt to meet
the difficulty will be found in Armstrong, 1983, 4.4. Mackie notes that in
any case his idea depends upon there being a solution to the Problem of
Induction compatible with a Regularity theory of law. It is dubious
whether there is such a solution. See Armstrong, 1983, 4.5.

But is a contingent connection between universals enough to solve the
problem of sustaining counterfactuals? Some philosophers have doubted

it. Martin Tweedale (1984) argues that if laws are contingent relations
between universals, then:

How could such a relationship possibly sustain the counterfactual implications of
laws of nature? Since it is contingent and totally unaccounted for, there is nothing
to say whether it would hold, or not, if the related universals existed in circum-
stances in any way different from the actual ones. We no longer have a genuine
solution to the difficulties besetting the Humean view.

(pp. 185-6)

It will be seen that the difficulty Tweedale is raising is dependent on the
premiss that contingent relations between universals can change over time.
If such change is allowed, and we have allowed it, what reply can be made
to Tweedale?

I do concede that the Necessitarian theory has an advantage over the
Contingency theory here. All I can plead is that, when alf advantages and
disadvantages of the two theories are weighed, the balance tips towards
the Contingency view. See in particular the difficulties raised for
Dispositionalist and Two-sided theories of properties in chapter 5 and in
this chapter. Yet without such accounts of properties, Necessitarianism is
not very plausible. In the rest of this section two arguments will be
advanced. (1) The Contingency view (along with the Necessitarian view)
has real epistemic advantages over the Regularity theory. (2) Tweedale has

exaggerated the epistemic advantages of the Necessitarian over the
Contingency view,

First, then, the advantages of strong theories of law over Regularity the-
ories. Go back to an ontological point already made. Given strong laws,
enlarging the extension of the law does not in any way change the truth-
maker for a true law-statemnent. Whether it has one instantiation or many,
the law itself is the same. It is an atomic state of affairs. The law will there-
fore be the truthmaker both for the law-statement and certain counter-

factuals. In a Regularity theory, however, those counterfactuals demand
an imagined extension of the molecular truthmaker.
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produces nothing clse, the counterfactual seems equally supported. So |
suggest that Tweedales argument has much less power than he claims for
it.

Another way that the Contingency theorist may argue (perhaps it is the
same way at bottom) is this. In considering the truth values of counter-
tactuals that are sustained by causal/nomic knowledge and belief, we keep
mportant circumstances tixed. In Lewis’ terminology, we go to near
worlds. Laws ot nature, it considered as contingent relations between uni-

versals, are important and it is easy and natural to keep them fixed. So we
do so 1n our counterfactual reasoning.

17

The unity of the world
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is not a necessary truth, Contra Lewis, in particular, there could be ‘island

universes’ (to adapt the Kant-Hubble term for the galaxies) in a world

where these islands stood in no external relation to each other. (For Lewis,
the two islands would be merely possible relative to each other.)

Thus, consider a small world which contains just two wholly distinct
atomic particulars, each having just one atomic non-relational property
(Fa & Gb), and where they are related by just one external relation R. If
aRb is a contingent state of affairs, then presumably it might not have
existed in that world, nor is there any necessity that some other external
relation has to replace this relation. The two states of affairs Fa and Gb
would then have been island universes in the one world.

Not only are island universes possible, but it is also difficult to see
how one can be certain that our world does not contain such islands. At
the same time, though, it is also difficult to see what positive evidence
there could be for the existence of islands. We appear to have good
pragmatic grounds, if nothing else, for assuming that everything that
exists (past, present, future) is ‘reachable’ from here via a chain of exter-
nal relations.

(2.1) We can be more specific. It is plausible that the world has (a) a spa-
tiotemporal unity; (b) a causal unity. First, considering just the spatiotem-
poral relations, it is plausible that from any first-order spatiotemporal
particular, there is a ‘path’ of fundamental spatiotemporal relations that
links the original particular to every other, recursively at least. This is part
of the hypothesis of Naturalisn, the further hypothesis needed to yield a
full Naturalism being that this linking embraces every first-order particu-

lar, because all particulars are spatiotemporal. It is to be noted that this spa-
tiotemporal linking would be satisfied by a spacetime of very eccentric
‘shape’, quite different from the traditional four-dimensional continuum.
For instance it would be satisfied by a world that was continually splitting
into different ‘worlds’ which from that point onwards had no further spa-
tiotemporal or other external relation. From our point of view, this is not
a ‘'many worlds’ hypothesis. (For Lewis also, these split paths would be
‘world-mates’)

(2.2) We have argued for the ontological reality of singular causation,
where the relation holds between first-order states of affairs. This yields a
further dimension of unification. It is plausible that from any state of affairs
there is a chain of causal relations, either from cause to effect, or from effect
to cause, that leads recursively to any other first-order state of affairs. C. B.
Martin has spoken of the world as a *power net’. Without underwriting a
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What does seem plausible to say is that two genuinely atomic states of
affairs are, because they are impenetrable by mereology, mereologically
wholly distinct. If that is so, then the Distinctness principle can be upheld
for mereologically wholly distinct existences. This may be all that is needed.

(4) Do totality states of affairs, and in particular the grand totality state
of affairs, provide unity? We have seen that, in the absence of totality states
of affairs, mere conjunctions of states of affairs do not provide for any
setting of limits. Suppose, for instance, we are given all the properties of a
particular thing. That conjunction of states of affairs, we have argued, is
not a sufficient truthmaker for the truth that the conjunction contains all
the properties of the thing. Since it is always possible that the thing has
further properties, we need a further state of affairs as truthmaker for this
truth. We need the state of affairs that there are no more of these proper-

ties, that what we have is the totality of these properties.

We can actually perceive totalities, though the perception will always
involve some theory. It can be perceived that X, Y, and Z are the only
persons in the room at the present time. Allness is thus a quasi-empirical
concept. A counterfactual will often be true: if there had been others in
the room, then we would FLave perceived them. Like all higher-order states
of affairs, totality states of affairs do not supervene. The lower-order states
of affairs do not entail the totality states of affairs. But the totality states of
affairs do entail the existence of the states of affairs, or whatever, that they
total, and so limit them. There are no more of that sort of thing, say
persons now in the room, or whatever. Given the totality state of affairs,
Independence fails for the entities limited.

Totality states of affairs may therefore be said, in some weak sense, to
unify the lower-order states of affairs that they set a limit to. But it is a
weak sense only because what is thus ‘unified’ may not be unified in any
other way. A number of ‘island universes’ are not conspicuously unified by
being the totality of such islands!

(5) With the introduction of laws of nature as connections between uni-
versals, connections between state-of-affairs types as we have presented the
matter, a major source of unification is introduced. While universals give
dentities of a sort across wholly distinct particulars, connections between
universals introduce linkings between states of affairs so that state-of-affairs
types are welded together. Given the instantiation of a certain state-of-
affairs type, instantiation of a further state-of-affairs type is mandated or
probabilified. Furthermore, laws at the level of determinate universals are
regularly subsumable under connections of determinable universals,
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particulars (gua particulars) plus the nature or constituting principle of uni-
versals (qua universals). But suppose that we follow the line taken in this
essay, which has linked necessity with identity. Then we shall have to say
that particulars and universals are not ‘distinct existences’ but that their
identities are in some way entangled with each other. This does not violate
Independence, which has been put forward as a thesis about states of
affairs, as opposed to their constituents. Furthermore, the truly bare par-
ticular and the uninstantiated universal, be it property or relation, are
strange creatures, as has been argued in the course of the essay.
Nevertheless, I remain distinctly uneasy about this second horn of the tri-
lemma.

As between the two views so far considered, [ certainly lean to the
necessitarian hypothesis. But there is a third position that demands
consideration. It may be that, although most truths are either necessary or
contingent, the ultimate metaphysical truths are neither necessary nor
contingent. The thought behind this view is that the necessary/contin-
gent distinction is drawn within the theory of modality. What, then, is the
status of the truths that constitute this theory?

A Combinatorialist theory of possibility, which we have argued for, can
be developed in two ways, a less and a more ambitious one. The less ambi-
tious view sees Combinatorial principles as doing no more than set out
the modal structure that realicy has, without any reductive account of what
possibility and necessity are. Such an account, valuable as it might be,
would be compatible with recognizing that we need necessary states of
affairs alongside contingent states of affairs in giving an account of the
world.

The more ambitious view, which has been espoused in this work, even
if with an appreciation of the difficulties that it faces, sees combinatorial
principles as actually rendering the essence of possibility. Suppose this
more ambitious view to be correct. What then of the combinatorial prin-
ciples themselves? What modal status do they have? Can they themselves
be necessary?

If they are necessary, what is their truthmaker? If we are trying to avord
falling back upon a modal structure of reality, what answer can we find to
this question? The only answer available would seem to be that their truth-
maker is nothing more than our concepts of necessity and possibility, prop-
erly understood. It is hard to feel much confidence in this answer.

So perhaps we should reject the view that every truth is either necessary
or contingent. Perhaps the truths that lie at the basis of the theory of
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